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Current Topics. 


Emergency Powers and Winding-up Petitions. 
WE ReErerRReED last week to the decision of the Court of Appeal 
(ante, p. 302) that no application to the court under the Courts 
(Emergen y Powers) Act is required before presenting a winding 
up petition. It has now been decided by Asrnury, J., in The 
Globe Trust (Limited) (Times, 3rd inst.), that the court, in 
deciding wnetaer a compulsory order is to be made, is not 
entitled to have regard to special circumstances arising out of 
the war. A winding-up order is a proper remedy of a creditor 
whose debt is established, and ordinarily the court has no discere- 
tion to refuse it, and no discretion is expre ssly viven by the 
Courts (Em« rgency Powers) AX t..In the case of bankrupt V, 
other hand, the court is expressly authorized to take into account 
the fact that the debtor’s inability to pay is due to circum- 
stances attributable to the war. The 


on the 


learned judge considered 


that this excluded any corresponding discretion in winding-up 


Emergency Powers and Mortgagees in Possession. 

Unper THe statute just referred to, application to the court is 
necessary before a creditor can “ realize any security (except by 
way of sale by a mortgagee in possession).” The phrase “ mort- 
gagee in possession ” is generally used with reference to a 
mortgagee of land, and section 2 (2) of the Act lends some colour 
to the suggestion that this is its meaning in the Act, since, in 
applying the Act to Scotland, the phrase “oreditor in a heritable 
is substituted for mortgagee. But, in fact, mortgagees 
pe rty may be in possession In Ziman Ve Komata 
2nd inst X debentures charged to a 


security ” 
of 4 the T pro 
Reefs, Ge ic Co. (Times, 
company to secure a loan had been transferred into the names of 
two of the directors. and they were in receipt of the interest, and 
applied it in payment of the loan interest. They were thus 
and the Court of Appeal, affirming 
term in the statute by 


mortgagees in posses si¢ n, 
Coreripee, J., declined to restrict thi 
reference to the special provision atthe regard to Scotland. Hence 
the company were entitled to realize the debentures without 
applying to the court. This may be right as a matter of construc- 
tion, though the special provision as to Scotland shews pretty 
clearly that the draftsman, when he spoke of a mortzagee in 
possession, only had mortgages of |: ind in his mind. 
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Trial by Court Martial. 


Tae Derence of the Realm (Amendment) Bill has passed 
through committee in the House of Commons, and the Attorney- 
General has been able to prevail over his critics. Indeed the 
criticism there seems to have been much less forcible than 
that directed against the Consolidation Bill in the House of Lords 
last November, and the matter at present is left in a very un- 
satisfactory condition. Trial by court martial is to remain aa 
a possible form of trial for civilians, and a person charged with 
an offence under the Defence of the Realm Regulations will be 
tried by a civil court, and the 
‘ The only amend. 


ments made were that the tune for election is extended from 


exposed to it unless he elects t: 
nicht of election ts confined to British sulrje cts, 


four to six days, and the accused is to receive as soon as possible 
after arrest notice in writing of the general nature of the charge 
and of his night of election. It now remains to be seen how the 
measure, which quite fails to carry out the proposals of Lord 
Parmoor’s Bill, will fare in the House of Lords. We ought to 
add that the Attorney-General was induced to make a modifica- 
tion in the suspensory clause of the Bill. As introduced it could 
in the event of invasion or other special emergency 
war”; this is to run “ other 
We recognise that the 
information which is not 
tendency no doubt 
courts martial in 
assumed that 


be suspended 
arising out of the present 
special military emergency.” 

Attorney-General has access to 
available to the public, and his own 
would be against the admission of 
English criminal law. Hence it must be 
there appear to the executive to be strong reasons for retain- 
ing them. But if an extraordinary tribunal is necessary, it 
would surely be better to adopt Mr. Butcrer’s amendment, and 
set up a special commission for the trial of these offences, and 
this expedient is, we gather, still under consideration. In that 
case there should be no reason for distinguishing between British 


subjects and aliens. 


The Dacia. 


“THE NAVAL position has in the last week developed in a 
bewilderingly interesting way.” So said the Naval Corre- 
spondent of the Westminister Gazette on Wednesday evening in 
summarising the events of the week—the beginning of the attack 
on the Dardanelles, the announcement by the Prime Minister of 
the policy of reprisals, the sudden cessation of German submarine 
activity, and the capture of The Dacia by the French. The first 
and third of these items do not immediately concern us here. 
The foreing of the Dardanelles, if accomplished, will be an event 
of supreme political and historic interest, but there we must 
leave it. The explanation of the collapse of the submarine 
campaign—though it may have revived while we are writing— 
must be left for the future. As to The Dacia we confess to a 
feeling of disappointment that the legality of her transfer from 
German to American ownership is to be settled by a 
French Prize Court and not by Sir Samuet Evans, though 
as to the result we bave never had any doubt. Of 
course, the facts have to be proved—at present they are 
merely a matter of newspaper report; but the fundamental 
principle is that an enemy ship cannot be transferred after the 
outbreak of war so as to avoid liability to capture. Article 56 
of the Declaration of London expresses this by saying that the 
transfer is void “unless it is proved that such transfer was not 
made in order to evade the consequences to which an enemy 
vessel, as such, is exposed.” Apparently, apart from the Declara- 
tion of London, the French practice in this respect is stricter 
than the British. ‘ According to French practice,” says Professor 
OprENHEIM (International Law, II., p. 128), “no transfer of enemy 
vessels to neutrals could be recognized, and a vessel thus trans 
ferred retained enemy character.” And we have seen it suggested 
that the condemnation of The Dacia is more ceftain at Brest than 
in London. But it does not seom to have been noticed that 
both France and Russia have followed Great Britain in adopting 
the Declaration of London for the present war, with modifica- 
tions ; and since the modifications do not touch Article 56, the 
= rule applies, we imagine, both in French and British Prize 

ourts. 





Germany’s Sea War. 

Bur more important than the seizure of The Dacia is the 
announcement of the policy of reprisals made by the Prime Minister 
in the House of Commons on Monday. This has followed upon 
the claim of the German Government to declare the waters round 
the British Isles a “ war area,” and to destroy all enemy ships 
found within that area, with the consequent peril also to neutral 
shipping which that claim implies, Ostensibly this policy is 
adopted by Germany as an answer to Great Britain’s exclusion 
of foodstuffs from Germany. In faet there appears to have been 
no exelusion of foodstuffs destined for the civil population as 
such, though the taking over by the German Government of food 
supplies raised the question, now pending in the case of The 
Wilhelmina, whether foodstuffs had not thereby been made con- 
traband. Practically the recent German “blockade” of Great 
Britain is an attempt to secure for German submarines that 
control over enemy merchant shipping which its surface fleet js 
powerless to assert. The control by a surface fleet rests upon 
its actual power, and it involves, according to British practice, 
no danger to crew or ship. It is aimed simply at trade, and it 
is the one form of warfare which involves no personal violence, 
Upon this footing the capture of private enemy property at sea 
has been allowed to continue, and the exercise of the right depends 
on the procedure by visit and search, followed by the taking of 
the ship, if suspected, into port for adjudication. This procedure 
the submarine is unable to adopt, and for the purpose of making 
her submarine warfare effective, Germany is prepared to throw 
over the recognized rules of maritime war and to introduce into 
it unrestricted barbarity. And there is the use of mines on the 
high seas as well. The submarine and the mine cannot be effective 
from the German point of view while the practice of maritime 
war remains subject to any restraint imposed by international 
law.or humanity. Therefore, international law and humanity 
must go. That, we conceive, is the position which the Prime 
Minister had to meet, 


British Reprisals. 

Tue statement of the Prime Minister began by emphasising 
the point we have made above—the duty of a belligerent war 
ship to exercise her right of capture by visit and search, and, 
except under extraordinary circumstances, to take the ship into 
port for adjudication, and he pointed out how the German sub 
marine cannot qualify herself as a captor by complying with the 
necessary conditions. “The German declaration substitutes 
indiscriminate destruction for regulated capture.” [is answer 
is that the Allies will retaliate by framing measures in order to 
prevent commodities of any kind from reaching or leaving the 
German Empire ; but while the German menace was directed in 
plain terms at neutral as well as belligerent shipping, and di+ 
regarded loss of life, the British and French measures will be 
enforced “ without risk to neutral ships or to neutral or non-com- 
batant lives, and with strict observance of the dictates of 
humanity.” And Mr. Asquirm concluded: “The British and 
French Governments will, therefore, hold themselves free to 
detain and take into port ships carrying goods of presumed 
enemy destination, ownership or origin. It is not intended to 
confiscate such vessels or cargoes unless they would be otherwise 
liable to confiscation.” As against Germany there is no doubt 
that this declaration is fully justified; and, indeed, it only 
announces, by way of reprisals for Germany's sea crimes, the 
deprivation of supplies which Germany’s own statesmen— 
Bismarck and Caprivi—have declared to be a necessary measure 
of war. As regards neutrals, there is likely to be difficulty 
unless they treat the measure as a just reply to Germany's ™i* 
deeds, and view it in a friendly light. No doubt in a sense 't 
infringes neutral rights. In effect it declares a blockade when ®© 
blockade, as defined by the Declaration of Paris and international 
law, exists, though there is this difference, that ships attempting 
to break the blockade will not be liable to forfeiture. They will 
simply be diverted. It thus raises the question whether reprisals, 
however fully justified as against a belligerent, can be propery 
carried out so as to hurt neutral trade, As to this we think 
there can be only one answer. As long as war is permitted at 
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all it is bound to be prejudicial to neutrals in some degree, and 
often seriously prejudicial. The only way to prevent that is to 


make international arrangements for treating war as a crime 
and avoiding recourse to it—as will, we hope, be done after this 
war. The fact that reprisals are prejudicial to neutrals is only 
an incident in the misfortunes of their present condition, and no 
neutral can properly complain of a justifiable act of war because 
its trade suffers loss thereby. 


The Moratorium and Judgment in Default of 
Appearance. 

A RECENT case in the Irish Reports, Gramophone Co. v. King (1914, 
21. R. 535, 48 Ir. L.T. 207), to which we have already shortly re- 
ferred (an'e, p. 102), explains the effect of the Proclamations made 
under the Postponement of Payments Act, 1914. The practice of 
our courts by which the proceedings in an action are governed, and 
which is founded on ancient and immemorial usage, is the law 
of the court, and as such part of the law of the land. Under 
this practice the courts, long before the Judicature Acts, exer- 
cised a general equitable jurisdiction over judgments regalar in 
form, but which it was suggested had been signed through some 
mistake. These judgments were set aside, the defendants being 

t on the terms of paying all costs, and of placing the plaintiff 
in the same situation as if no mistake had been made. This 
practice is fully recognized by the Judicature Rules. In Gramo- 

Co. v. King (supra), the writ was issued after the 
oratorium Proclamations in respect of a debt contracted before 
the date of the Proclamations, and there was no appearance. For 
the plaintiff it was argued that the moratorium legislation only 
enlarged the period of defence, and did not affect the right of 
stion. The court rejected this argument, holding that where 
am action is brought during the period of statutory credit, though 
this would be a good ground of defence, the defendant is not 
restricted to that form of relief. When it is certain, on the face 
of the writ and the admitted facts, that there is and can be no 
present cause of action, the court has manifest jurisdiction to set 
aide the writ so oppressively brought. The court added that 
a judgment allowed to be signed by inadvertence on a writ shew- 
ing no cause of action cannot be allowed to stand. An order 
was accordingly made tbat the action be dismissed, without pre- 
judice to the plaintiffs’ right to proceéd for the recovery of the 
debt when the same had become payable. We cannot think 
that this judgment was an undue exercise of the discretion of 
the court. It cannot have been intended that costs should be 
imposed on litigauts entitled to the benefit of the statute, 


Special Indorsement in Paper Annexed to Writ. 


Uvon A recent application to the master for an order to sign 
_ on a writ purporting to be specially indorsed under 
S.C., ord. 3, r. 6, it was objected by the defendant that 
the order was not properly indorsed with a statement of the claim, 
inssmuch as the particulars, which were too copious to be con- 
tained on the back of the writ, had been inserted in a separate 
paper which was fastened to the writ. The master upheld the 
objection and dismissed the summons, but on appeal to 
Coteripce, J., this decision was reversed, and an order 
empowering the plaintiff to sign judgment was duly made. 
Having regard to the practice by which particulars have always 
been delivered on separate papers at different stages of an action, 
We have some difficulty in appreciating the reasons which 
weighed with the master in giving effect to the objection. No 
tnative course to that adopted by the plaintiff appears to have 

n suggested, and it could hardly be contended that where the 
Particulars are more extensive than is commonly the case, the 
agg should be deprived of the right of proceeding under 

er 14. 





Tae total number of lunatics in the London asylums on Ist January 
Was 20,589, shewing an increase of 263 on last year. A satisfactory 
feature of a return just issued, says the J'imes, is the further reduc- 

1 in the number of criminal cases, which is now twenty-five, as 
— thirty-four last year and fifty in 1913. The London County 

ncil have made representations to the Home Office as to the un- 
ableness of this class of patient being sent to county asylums, and 

r accommodation for criminal lunatics has recently been provided 
the State. 


The Legal Effects of War. 


THE war has naturally been prolific in legal literature, and one 
of its most interesting products is the volume by Dr. Baty and 
Prof. J. H. MorGAN, which has just been er, It is 
arranged in six parts :—(1) The Crown and the Subject ; (2) 
the Crown and the Enemy; (3) the Crown and its Treaty 
Obligations ; (4) the Subject and the Enemy ; (5) the Crown 
and the Neutral ; and (6) Miscellaneous, including chapters on 
the commencement and end of war, on the Moratorium, and on 
Force Majeure, &c.; and there is an appendix containing the 
Emergency Proclamations and Legislation, and other documents 
conveniently arranged so as to illustrate the various parts; and 
we may add that the arrangement and lucidity of the work as 
a whole is worthy of the highest commendation, especially in 
consideration of the short time in which it has been produced. 
The first three parts are the work of Professor Moran, the 
remaining three are from the pen of Dr. Baty. ‘ 

The whole subject of the legal effects of war is covered with 
extraordinary completeness, and our object at present is merely 
to call attention to the work and some of its salient points. It 
would be impracticable in the space at our disposal to deal with it 
in any detail. In the first chapter Prof, MoRGAN discusses the 
question of martial law, a term which he points out properly 
means “ military law, the code of discipline applied to soldiers, and 
so the seventeenth century writers undoubtedly understood it 
Modern writers have appropriated the term to the assumption 
of arbitrary power by the military over civilians. According to 
Prof. MorGAN, this isan error which leads to confused thinking, 
and strictly there can be no martial law applicable to civilians 
so long as the civil courts are able to sit. In times of disorder 
it may be necessary for the military to intervene, but to justify 
the intervention the necessity must be proved, and this is a 
question to be settled by the civil courts. Hence, he says, the 
reason why English and colonial governments have always felt it 
incumbent upon them to pass Acts of Indemnity at the end of 
a war. 

The statutory authority of courts martial under the Defence 
of the Realm Act is another matter, and with this Prof. MORGAN 
deals in a later chapter (p. 86.) ‘‘ The effect,” he says, “is for 
some purposes to deprive the whole civil population of this 
country of the right to trial by jury, and to enable a court 
martial, comprised exclusively of military or naval officers, to 
sentence anyone contravening these regulations to penal servi- 
tude for life.” That has been increased for some offences to death 
—a provision which Prof. MonGaN well describes as a blot on the 
Statute-book. He questions whether any appeal would lie against 
the action of a court martial, .provided it acts within its juris- 
diction. ‘“ When,” he says, “the case is admittedly within the 
Defence of the Realm Act the only review to which a conviction 
and sentence will be subject will be the review by the Judge- 
Advocate-General, upon whose advice it will rest with the 
Secretary of State for War to confirm them.” Fortunately the 
legal element in the House of Lords has forced the Government 
to mitigate the worst features of the Act, but we are still to 
have the possibility of military tribunals ousting the jurisdiction 
of the criminal courts over civilians. 

As to the original Defence of the Realm Regulations, Prof. 
MorGAN is quite clear that they were drafted without regard to 
the powers actually given by the first statute, and went far 
beyond such powers. ‘They were the product of an official 
draftsman to whom a free hand had been given. If, says 
Prof. MORGAN, the regulations were in fact infra vires, then the 
Defence of the Realm Act alone would have been sufficient to 
meet all cases, and the collateral statutes dealing with restric- 
tions on aliens, and the requisitioning of food supplies, and such 
matters, would have been unnecessary. He points out that the 
powers under the Defence of the Realm Consolidation Act are 
wider, and the present regulations may be lawful ; but for four 
months we were living under illegal regulations, and Prof. MORGAN 
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notes with surprise that no one during the first four months of 
the war pointed out the illegalities. Perhaps the surprise is 
more rhetorical than real. Everyone accepted the regulations 
as honestly intended to meet a great emergency, and it would 
have been an unwelcome and useless task to criticize them tuo 
closely. No doubt it is true, as he says, that never in our 
history has the Executive assumed such arbitrary power over 
the life, liberty, and property of British subjects; at the same 
time, never has a war béen entered upon in such a spirit of 
righteous indignation, and never, perhaps, has a war placed the 
country in such a position of danger. ‘There has been — 
done by the Government so far for which it could not claim anc 
receive full indemnity. 

sut, while practically no harm bas been done by the Govern- 
ment’s assumption of extraordinary powers, Prof. MORGAN’s 
criticism is useful ; in particular his clearly expressed objection 
to the court-martial clauses. Martial law, as hitherto under- 
stood, only dealt with the state of anarchy due to the existence 
of war within the realm. “ But this Act silences the courts. It 
is more specious, but far less restricted than martial law.” We 
must pass over his discussion of the military and naval forces 
of the Crown, and of the duties of soldiers in regard to the 
maintenance of order within the kingdom. The latter point, 
which is discussed at length, is perhaps not specially relevant 
to the present crisis. Theoretically, soldiers intervene to preserve 
order as members of the public ; but practically, their interven- 
tion is required on account of their military force and equipment, 
and the duty of obedience excuses their action unless an order 
given is obviously illegal. Soldiers, it has been said, are liable 
to be hanged if they obey an order and to be shot if they 
disobey it; but Prof. MorGAN points out that the dilemma 
is more striking thanreal. The civil court which tries them will 
make allowance for bona fide discharge of military duty. 

In Part 11.—The Crown and the Enemy—there is an interesting 
examination of the laws of war on land and at sea, and a contrast 
is drawn between the spparent humanitarianism of the German 
War-book and the actual inhumanitics in the German conduct 
of war. Professor MORGAN touches also upon “ military areas,” 
but doubts their legality as regards neutrals. Perhaps, however, 
the most noteworthy part of bis contribution to the book is his 
discussion in Part I1l.—The Crown and its Treaty Obligations 
—of the neutrality of Belgium and its violation. This is prefaced 
by a quotation from HOLTzENpDor?, the leading German authority 
on International Law, which makes it quite clear what the 
legal judgment on Germany’s recent conduct must be. After 
referring to guarantees of neutrality as forming a landmark of 
progress in the formation of a European polity, he says :— 
“ Nothing could make the situation of Europe more insecure than 
an egotistical repudiation by the great States of these duties of 
international fellowship.” Professor MORGAN discusses the nature 
of the obligation imposed on the Signatory Powers by the 
Treaty of 1839, and concludes that Great Britain had no option 
but to obey the call of duty last August. These small 
neutralized States ‘seemed to hold within them the fair promise 
of that Eternal Peace which was the dream of the great 
philosopher of Kénigsberg. The Angel of Death might be abroad 
in Europe, but the lintel and the doorposts of these small nations 
would always be passed by. Friendly to all and partial to none, 
they neither pursued the cupidities of their neighbours nor 
attracted them. They were the sanctuaries of peace, and for 
nearly a century they had been inviolate.” The contrast of to-day 
is seen in the desecration of Belgium, but we have not space for 
the moving and eloquent language in which Prof. MorGan 
describes it. We have the satisfaction of knowing that when the 
end comes, “ good faith, plain dealing, and public law ” will have 
been vindicated, but that end is not yet. 

We have no space left to notice properly Dr. Baty’s contribu- 
tions to the book, but they are interesting, weighty and perti- 
nent, In dealing with aliens as litigants, he attaches too much 
importance, we think, to the old principle that an alien enemy 
had no persona standi in judicio, and be bases on this the invalidity 
of their contracts. He is not convinced that Salomon’s case 
requires that an English company with enemy shareholders 
shall be at liberty to sue. Of course this has not been our 





attitude. We have quite deliberately disclaimed the notion 
that war makes enemies of individuals, and we have con. 
sistently advocated the recognition by our courts of the 
rights of all litigants. The common law has proved too strong 
for that view to be accepted, but the courts have made an 
important advance in the direction we indicated. Both in the 
Prize Court and in the High Court it is now admitted thas 
enemy subjects can appear to defend their rights (in the Prize 
Court, certainly, with limitations) ; and indirectly this affects 
another point on which Dr. Baty’s viewe are open to question 
—the extent of the prohibition of intercourse with the enemy, 
This prohibition, we gather, he regards as absolute, and not 
confined. to trading, and at pp. 297 ef seg. he quotes numerous 
judicial dicta to this effect. But these, as has been shewn in 
our columns, are inconsistent with the necessity recognized by 
the courts of communicating with enemy defendants, and we 
hope the view will prevail that the only intercourse forbidden 
is that which tends by trading to increase the enemy's public 
resources. These, however, are matters of opinion ; as to the expo- 
sition of the law, Dr. Baty’s discussion of enemy aliens in relation 
to contract and property is very useful, and also his chapters on 
Contraband and Bleckade. As regards his statement on p. 376 
that M. RENAULT’s explanatory memorandum was adopted by 
Great Britain as part of the modified Declaration of London, 
this no doubt was written before the Second Order in Council 
(29th October) dropped the memorandum. 








Reviews. 
Books of the Week. 


Bankruptcy.—The Lawand Practice in Bankruptcy: Comprising 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1914; the Bankruptcy Rules and Forms, 
1915; the Debtors Acts, 1869, 1878, with Rules and Forms; the 
Deeds of Arrangement Act, 1914; the Deeds of Arrangement Rules 
and Forms, 1915, and the Orders Thereunder. By the Rt. Hon. Sit 
Rotanp L. VaucHan WILLIAMS, lately a Lord Justice of Appeal, 
and Epwarp WittiaM Hansect, M.A., a Bencher of the Inner 
Temple. Eleventh Edition. By Epwarp Witi1amM Hanset and 
Mites Epwarp HaAnsELL, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited) ; Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 30s. 


Chitty’s Statutes.—Chitty’s Statutes of Practical Utility, 
arranged in Alphabetical and Chronelogical Order, with Notes and 
Indices. Vol. 18, Part I, containing Statutes of Practical Utility 
passed in 1914. By W. H. Aces, M.A., LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). 15s. 

War.—War: Its Conduct and Legal Results. By T. Bary, D.C.L, 
LL.D., and J. H. Morcay, M.A., Professor of Constitutional Law 
at University College, London. Jotn Murray. 10s. 6d. net. 

The Bar and Solicitors.—The Amalgamation of the Legal 
Professions in Ireland. By Epwarp McHvea, Solicitor. Sealy 
Bryers & Walker, Dublin. 6d. post free. 





Correspondence. 


Valuations for Trust Mortgages. 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter. 

Sir,—I would remind your correspondent “Caesaromagus” that 
the figures contained in a provisional valuation made under the 
provisions of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, give a Government 
valuation of the property as at 30th Apri/, 1909. 

This fact of the valantien being now nearly six years obsolete would 
render it unreliable for the purpose suggested. cin 

Also 1 would point out the “ property” valued on the provisional 
valuation would rarely be the same thingas the “interest to 
mortgaged. The basis of value for mortgage purposes would differ 
from the principles of valuation set out in section 25 of the Finance 
(1909-10) Act, 1910. Sypyey A. Samira, F.SL 

22, Chancery-lane, W.C., Feb. 24. 





Finance Acts—Quick Succession. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—Some clients consulted me as to turning their business 7 
a private limited company, and after I had told them wha’ 





@ ae aie ee as OO « 


eer eme 6G4o+es eon = 






orms, 
; the 
t Rules 
fon. Sir 
Appeal, 
e Inner 
LL and 
& Sons 


— 
18 


Utility, 
ites and 

Utility 
at-Law. 
S. 
D.C.L, 
nal Law 


. Legal 
Sealy 


orter.] 


is” that 
ider the 
>rnment 


te would 
visional 
Jd differ 
Finance 
F.S.L 


ter.) 
ess into 





March 6, tors. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER.  [Vol. 59.} 318 
—————S ——— 








t were the advantages, I told them that under section 15 of 
the Finance Act, 1914, on a death followed by another in quick 
suecession, they would not get the benefit of the reduced duty 
because the business would be carried on by a company, and the 
section expressly excepts from benefit a business carried on by a 
company. They asked me the reason for the exception ; I could not 
ive any. 
| see In Soward, Fifth Edition (1915), pp 126-127, that it was stated 
in the House of Commons (Paper 212 of 1914) that the allowance 
was intended to apply to “real property” and to “ business, plant, 
machinery, stock in trade or goodwill” ; but why the relief is not to 
be given when the business is carried on as a private limited 
company, or in fact any company, so far as concerns the sharehold- 
ing of an individual deceased, is what “no feller can understand,” as 
a lamented type of the Legislature used to say. 

10, Coleman-street, London, E.C., Mar. 2. 


(Or, as Lord Bramwell said, when faced with some abstruse point 
of equity—if we remember rightly, the clog on the equity in the 
Marquis of Northampton’s case—“ That beats me.” The principle 
on which relief in respect of certain property only was given seems 
to fall well within these expressions.—-Ep. S../.] 


E. T. HARGRAVEs. 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


SHAW AND OTHERS v. HALIFAX CORPORATION. No. 2. 
12th January. 
Ratinc—Cuariraste Founpation—Pusiic Cuartrry—Parivate CHaRitx 
--EXEMPTION FROM Ratinc—Towns Improvement CLavses Act, 
1847 (10 & 11 Vicr. c. 34), s. 168. 


By section 168 of the Jowns Improvement Clauses Act, 1847, no 
person shall be rated to any rate made in pursuance of this or the 
special Act in respect of, inter alia, ‘‘any buuding exclusively used for 
the purposes... . of public charity.” 

By the deed of foundation of a certain charity, the primary objects 
of the charity were declared to be (1) To provide a home for ladies of 
bith and education who had become reduced in circumstances, and 
for such ladies who, by their pecuniary needs, might be deserving a 
better and more comfortable position in life; (2) Zo pay annuities to 
such ladies as aforesaid who might become occupants of the home, and 
who were called “lady occupants’’; (3) 7'o pay annuities to other 
ladies who were not cecupants of the home, and who were known as 
“lady recipients.’’ There were certain restrictions in the deed which 
confined the benefits of the charity to ladies of not less than a certain 
age, of good character, and certain means, and a preference wag to be 
given to those who were born or had been resident for not less than 
pve years in H. 

Held, that, as there was no special definition as to what constituted a 
“public charity’’ for the purposes of the exemption to rating conferred 
by the Act of 1847, unless the restrictions imposed were confined to the 
narrowest limits, the presumption was that the charity was a public 
eae, and consequently that the homes established in connection with 
such @ charity were exempt from rating under the Act. 

Decision of Divisional Court (Lush, Rowlatt, and Atkin, JJ.) 
efirmed. 

Attorney-General v. Pearce (2 Atk. 87) followed. 


Appeal by the corporation from a judgment of a Divisional Court 
holding that certain buildings in Halifax, known as ‘‘ The John Abbott 
Trustees’ Homes for Ladies’’ were within the exception to rating as 
provided by section 168 of the Towns Improvement Clauses Act, 1847. 
The foundation in question arose out of certain trusts as to the 
tesiduary estate of the testator, who died some thirty years ago, and 
his estate, with the exception of one or two legacies, formed the sole 
fund from which the charity was maintained. The trustees had duly 
built thirteen houses within a limited area, each of which was occupied 
by one beneficiary. There were also some sixty other ladies in reduced 
circumstances to whom allowances were made, and who were known as 
“recipients.” The corporation claimed that the thirteen houses were 
liable to be rated, on the ground that they were supported entirely by 
Private funds. They further said that the object of the charity was 
80 restricted that the ratepayers received no benefit from its existence 
in the town, and could not be required to contribute the sum to the 
rates, which, but for the exemption claimed, the foundation would 
have to pay in respect of these houses. It was also submitted that the 
Occupation by the ladies did not satisfy the words in the Act, “‘ex- 
clusively used for”’ a public charity, because the trustees only gave 
them the beneficial use of the buildings, they themselves having to 
find furniture and pay for gas and coal. This grant of the use of the 

therefore fell short of a grant of the beneficial occupation of the 

same, exclusively under the charity. A special case was stated for the 
op of the High Court as to whether these homes were liable in 
circumstances to be rated. The Divisional Court held they were 











not, upon the ground that there was no special statutory definition as 
to what constituted a ‘‘ public,’’ as distinguished from a “‘ private,”’ 
charity, and therefore all the circumstances of the case must taken 
into consideration. They were of opinion that unless the restrictions 
imposed by the trust were confined within the narrowest limits, there 
was a presumption that the charity was a public one, and consequently 
that the homes established in connection ,with such a charity were 
exempt from rating under the Act of 1847. From that decision the 
corporation appealed. 

Tue Court (Bucxtey, Kennepy, and Pickxrorp, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal without hearing counsel for the respondents, on the grounds 
on which the Divisional Court had held that the homes were not liable 
to be rated.—CounseL, for the appellants, 2. Tindal Atkinson, K.C., 
and Courthope Munro, K.C.; for the respondents, Colam, K.C., and 
Konstam. Soricrrors, Sharpe, Pritchard, & Co., for P. Saunders, 
Town Clerk, Halifax ; Sewell, Edwards, & Nevill, for Hill & Norris, 
Halifax. 


{Reported by Ersxrxe Rei, Barrister-at-Law, ] 


BARRON v. SEATON BURN COAL CO. No. 1. 2nd Febraary, 


WorkKMeN’s ComMPENSATION—INDUSTRIAL DiszAse ARISING BY GRADUAL 
PRocess—CONTRIBUTIONS FROM PRevious EmrlLoyerns—MEeTHOD oF 
Comeuring ConrrisuTION—Evipence OF WorKING CoNnDITIONS— 
WorKMEN's Compensation Act, 1906 (6 Ep. 7, c. 58), s. 8 (1) 
(c) (ili.). 

Where a workman is affected by an industrial disease due to the 
nature of his employment, and contracted by a gradual process, and 
his last employers bring in the other employers during the previous 
twelve months as third parties to the arbitration, the county court 
judge must determine the contributions payable by them towards the 
compensation, afler hearing evidence as to the working conditions and 
reviewing all the facts of the case. The liability ws not one to be 
assessed solely on the basis of the length of the period vf employment, 


Appeal by a third party from an award of the county court judge at 
Newcastle-on-Tyne. Barron, the workman, was a coal-miner, who, 
after only ten days of employment with the respondents, was in- 
capacitated by nystagmus, an ophthalmic disease peculiar to miners, and 
caused by working in the dark. The disease is one that culminates 
suddenly, but is ‘‘ acquired by gradual process’’ within the meaning 
of section 8, and therefore the respondents brought in four other colliery 
companies who had employed the applicant in tne previous twelve 
months as third parties to the arbitration. The amount of the com- 
pensation was agreed at 14s. a week, and the sole question to be deter- 
mined was how it was to be divided among the parties. It was proposed, 
and agreed to by three out of the four previous employers, that the 
contribution should be proportionate to the length of the period cf 
employment. The East Walbottle Coal Co., the third employers 
iu order of time, objected to this basis, and proposed to adduce evidence 
to shew that their working conditions were such that the applicant 
would be most unlikely to contract nystagmus when working for them, 
or to accelerate its progress if already affected by it, whereas the work- 
ing conditions with the next employers were such that the applicant 
would, and in fact did, become rapidly affected by it. They claimed 
tnat upon these facts their contribution, if any, should be reduced to 
a merely nominal sum. The county court judge refused to admit such 
evidence, holding that the Act did not authorize any inquiry intw the 
working conditions, and he made an order for contributions based on 
duration of employment as agreed on by the other employers, The 
East Walbottle Coal Co. appealed, 

Tue Court allowed the appeal. 

Lord Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said the court had listened to a good 
deal of argument on section 8 of the Act, and especially on the question 
whether sub-sections (ii.) and (iii.) of 1 (c) were mutually exclusive or 
not, and whether (iii.) alone applied to diseases contracted by gradual 
process. ‘his raised difficult points, but the case might be decided on 
a different and shorter ground. The workman had got his money, but 
the question was, what were the rights of the four colliery owners 
previous to the last. One of those companies contended that it was not 
liable, and in any case was prepared to prove that the working arrange- 
ments of their colliery were 80 superior to the others that they ought 
not to be called on to bear a proportionate part of the compensation 
based simply on the period of employment. The matter came under 
sub-section (iii.) alone. There had been no agreement. between all the 
employers here; the matter must be determined by arbitration. He 
knew of no principle which said that the matter was one only to be 
determined by mathematical calculation. The matter must be deter- 
mined in accordance with the facts like any other arbitration. The 
duty of the county court judge was to apportion the liability among 
the five employers as fairly as he could. Here he had shut out all 
evidence of facts which he ought to take into consideration. The award 
could not stand, and the appeal would be allowed. 


Swinren Eapy and Pamurmore, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the 
same effect, the latter observing that the county court judge had un- 
duly narrowed his powers, and had come to a decision which might 
work considerable injustice. —CounseLt, Shakespeare; Schwabe, K.C., 
and Meynell. Soriscitors, William Hurd d& Sons, for Isaacs & Heath, 
Sunderland; Rawle, Johnston, & Co., for Cooper & Goodyer, New- 
castle-on-Tyne. 

[Reported by H. Laxcrorp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 


Me BERNA COMMERCIAL MOTORS (LIM.). Sargant, J. 
l4th January 
T rape Mark Distinctive Worp NAME OF FOREIGN 
Foreign LANGUAGE BERNA REGISTRATION—SPECIAL 
Prape-Marxs Act Ep. 7, c. 15), s. 9, 
The 1 l B Ww rh ; th \ A and Jt 
Herne, the camntal ,su tzerland, 4 not ob) ctronable 
on th jro ad ti f he nerme j well ou 
having regard to the exten ) ich in the pa 
, ; j , 


; 


pa wmto the 
ti qrounda 
P 


righta fo uae the word in foretgn countries have been 


Chis wag an application by motion under section 9, sub-section 5, « 
the Trade-Marks Act, 1905, by the Berna Commercial Motors (Limited), 
an English company, for the registration of the word Berna as a 
trade mark in respect of motor cars and chassis The business had 
been started by a Swiss company, and was transferred in 1906 to the 
applicants, who carried on the business alone till 1912. when they 
disposed of that part of their business which was outside the United 
Kingdom and British Colonies and Dependencies to another Swiss 
company. They subsequently agre ) BF their business in the 
United Kingdom, including the 4 to use the word Berna, to the 
British Berna Motor Lorries (Limite wn English mpat Lhe 
applicants retained their business in the British Colonies and 
Dependencies in their own hands, but covenanted not to carry on a 
similar business in the United Kingdom There had not yet been 
he British Berna Motor Lorries (Limited 
The evidence shewed that the word Berna had for several years past 
come to mean the wz the its The word was t! 
and Spanish way « f spelling Bs vital of Switzeri mid, and the 
works of the Swiss company were sit d at Olten, forty miles from 
Berne. Counsel for the Registrar k the following objections to the 
registration 1) That the name o ll-known city in any European 
language ought not to be re wistere tive of a trader F ; 
notwithstanding the extent of any ous user; (2) that the word 
Berna was calculated to misl nto the belief that the “ls 
were made in Switzerland ( t vever the matt 
have stood when the e1 : ) . » sole hands 
applicants, the word oug! t t e ristered now that the original 
business, including ig to t u word Berna, had been 
eplit ivided betw parate owners in different parts of 
the worl It was her submitted t} the application ought not 
to have been made by ipplicants, but should have been made by 
the Br seri Lorries (Limited), who were the real owners of 
the business in the United Kingdom, matter of f 
the appli ition should b mended \ stituting | ame a 
applicants 

SarGant, J., after stating the facts, sa 
application must be amended by substituti: 

Lorries (Limited) for the pr nt pj ! 


executed any assignment 


Italian 


goods, 


| 


and most important objection taken to e reyistration, the word 
Berna is not ver uggestive to the English ear of the cay tal of Switzer 
~ographical name is not in the same category 
as a laudatory epithet, which is admittedly incapable of being appro 
priated as a trade mark. The word is not absolutely disqualified a 
a trade-mark, and so, having regard to the extent to which the previou 
user has rendered the w rd distinctive of the apy lic ints’ goods, I am 
of opinion that the first objection fails The second and third objec 
tions are equally unsustainable, and [ accordingly make an orde1 
directing the Registrar to proceed with the registration.—Counset, 
R. Sebastian: J fusten-'artmell Souticitors, Theodore Poberts 
Solicitor for the Board of Trade 
[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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Re GRANT. NEVINSON +, UNITED KINGDOM TEMPERANCE AND 
GENE«AL PROVIDENT IMST:.UTION ANv OTHER:. Sargant, ). 


lith Feb: uary 


WitL—Power or APPOINTMENT—APPOINTMENTS OF 

Nel CLEAR or ALL Costs anp Ex! ‘ 

NO QUALIFICATION—APPOINTMENT ¢ Resi 
Duty—INctpence—Duty THrown on Resrpt 


Sprectrrc Sts 
RAIsInG THE SAME 


REVENUE—ESTATE 


, 
Where an appointment 1 made of ** th net aum of Z 
of all coata and « xpenses of raising the same the latter words do 


rict the m ming of th 2 ra et’ a0 ¢ to extlud: 


cut down or ree ( 18 
the duty ym auch auma, and accordin yly the duty on all such sume eo 
appointed must be borne by the residue ; 

The principles laid down in Re Saunders, Saunders rv. Gore 1898. 1 
Ch au » @ Case ¢ f succession duty, and Re xwell’s Trust, Kinloch 
Cooke The Public Trustee (1910, 1 CA. 63). a case of legacy duty 
apt ied to th ‘ of eatate d ty — tai 

By his vill Siz Lewis Grant, who died in 1852, gave to his daughter, 
I. J. M. Grant. a power of appointment by will or deed over funds of 
a imited amount, t ake effect on her death She married and had five 

iW dren ind d e By many separate deeds he appointed specific 


8 t ) , ‘ the: 
im » Li : " ind the othe hildren, and by another deed 


| except one of those to Blanche and the one giving the residus 


she appointed a specific sum or other the residue of the funds to Lionel. 
The first respondents were assignees of the sums appointed to Lionel 
other than the specific sum or other the residue of the funds given 
to him which were assigned to two other respondents. There were other 
ussignees of the other specific appointed sums. In all the appointments, 
to Lionel, 
the appointment was made of “‘ the net sum of ” the spe ified amount, 
‘‘clear of all costs and expenses of raising the same.’’ In all the 
ointments, except those made to Lionel and one of those made to 
he, the principal sum was appointed ‘together with interest 

1 at four per cent. per annum, « mmencing at the date of the 

f the appointer The summons raised the following questions 
1) How and in what proportions as between the several 
pointed and to be raised on her death the estate duty which 


2) whe 


ay 
the 


ms winted, as to which no express provision was made in the 


ume payable in that event was to be borne? and ( 
; 
i] 


iD 
be sate thereof for the same respect vely carrying interest, bore 
terest from the date of the appointer’s death or from some other, 
und what date. and at what rate? It was contended, on the other hand, 
that the whole of the estate duty was thrown on the residue appointed 
ynel, as the word ‘‘ net ’’ was equivalent to clear.’’ On the other 

it was contended that, although the word ‘‘net’’ if standing 

might have cleared the appointed funds from duty, the_words 

ear of all costs and expenses’ restricted and explained the word 

’’ and shewed that only the ‘‘ costs and expenses ’’ were not to 
ducted, and that therefore duty should be borne by the funds 


} 


after stating the facts, held that the word ear of 

s and expenses ’’’ did not cut down or restrict the meaning of 

d ‘‘net,’’ and that accordingly the residue must bear all the 

Numerous cases and text-books were cited and referred to in 
‘iudgment. The authorities cited included Berry v. Gaukroger 

2 Ch. 116); Jude Wumford (1837, 2 Y. & C. Ex. Cas. 448); Re 
Saunders, Saunders vy. Gore (1898, 1 Ch. 17); Re Coxwell’s Trusts 

loch Cooke v. The Public Truatee (1910, 1 Ch. 63); Theobald on Wills, 

7th Edition, p. 196; and Re Chisholm, Goddard v. Brodie (1902, 1 Ch 

457 COUNSEL, R Hi Hodge 2 W V. Spe nce; R. (. Nicholson Combe , 

KB. F. Buckley; A. M. Latter Sortcrrors, Tathams d& Pym; Francis 

Howse & Eve; Nicholl, Maniasty, & Co.; Beaumont & Sons ; Cameron, 


A im, d& Co 
[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


. re > 
High Court—King’s Bench 
«ee 
Division. 
SANDAY & CO. v. BRITISH AND FOREIGN INSURANCE CO. (LIM), 
Sailhache, J. Ist February. 

INsuRANCE (MARINE)—PoLicy—ResTRAINT oF PRINCES—WAR—CARGO 
ron Hamburc Diverrep sy Order or ADMIRALTY—LOss—CoNnsTRUC- 
rive Tora Loss 
Two policies of marine insurance insured against ** takings at sea, 

restraints, and detainments of all kings, princes, and people of 
it nation, condition, or quality soever.”’ In June and July, 1914, 

i ‘ ure 1 Aipp d fwo parcels aft linseed on vessels at Buen fires 

for Hamburg. In August, after the outbreak of war between England 
ul Germany, by orders of the British Admiralty, the cargo was diverted 

io English ports. In an action by the assured as for a constructive 

total lo s, 

Held, (1) that there had been a total loss by a peril inauread agamet, 
viz., restraint of princes, and (2) that the, peril was the proximate cause 
of the lo 

Action tried by Bailhache, J. The plaintiffs were the owners of two 
parcels of linseed shipped per s.s. St. Andrew and Orthia, at Buenos 
Aires, in June and July, 1914, for Hamburg. The defendants were 


| the underwriters on the cargo. The steamers were British, and the 


plaintiffs and defendants British subjects. The linseed was sold to 
German buyers at a price covering cost, freight, and insurance, but 
upon terms by which the linseed remained the property of the plaintiffs 
until delivery. The two policies in question were for £33,000 and 
£11,000, and were in identical terms Originally they had contained 
the usual f. c. and s. clause, which was afterwards deleted upon pay- 
ment of an extra premium. The policies were expressed to be free of 
particular average, except in circumstances which had not arisen, and 
the perils insured against were ‘‘ takings at sea, arrests, restraints, 
and detainments of all kings, princes, and people of what nation, 
condition, or quality soever.”” On 4th August war was declared, and 
on 9ta August, as 7’he St. Andrew was approaching Falmouth, she was 
stopped by a French cruiser, and ordered to go to Falmouth. On reach- 
ing Falmouth, the master received orders from a naval officer to go 
Liverpool to discharge, which he did. The master knew that war ha 
been declared, and would, in any event, have signalled for orders ab 
some Channel signalling station. The Orthia was diverted to Glasgow, 
where she discharged. On 3rd August her owners received the fol- 
lowing telegram from the Admiralty :—‘‘ Admiralty suggest, in the 
interests of the nation, that your Orthia, now bound for Hamburg with 
grain, &c., diverted to a British port; any further information 1s 
vailable at Trade Branch, War Staff, Admiralty.” On 7th August 

master of 7'he Orthia received a telegram directing him to go to 
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Glasgow. The first of the Trading with the Enemy Proclamations was 
issued on 5th August. The St. Andrew arrived at Liverpool on 11th 
August, and The Orthia at Glasgow on 20th August. On 7th September 
the plaintiffs gave notice of abandonment, which the defendants de- 
«lined to accept. It was contended on behalf of the plaintiffs that 
there was a total loss of the linseed, due to a peril insured against— 
viz., restraint of princes. It was submitted on behalf of the defen- 
dents that they were not liable on the following grounds :—(a) No 
loss, or if a loss, not by a peril insured against; (b) the peril insured 
against was not the proximate cause of the loss; (c) if loss was alleged 
by takings at sea, arrest, or detainments by the British authorities, 

policy did not insure against loss by such a cause; and (d) after 

August the adventure became illegal, and the policy was therefore 
pe de Cur. adv. vult. 


BartHAcnE, J., in the course of his judgment, said it was obvious 
that neither of the steamers could lawfully, complete her voyage to 
Hamburg, and that there was in August last no prospect of the linseed 
ing sent forward to Hamburg within any reasonable time. Upon 
these facts, the plaintiffs submitted that there was a total loss of the 
lingeed, due to a peril insured against—viz., restraint of princes. There 
were two questions : first, was there a constructive total loss within 
the meaning of the policy? and, secondly, if so, was such loss due to a 
peril insured against as its proximate cause’? First, it was conceded 
that in the case of a marine policy on goods the insurance was on the 
venture, and the loss of the venture constituted a constructive total 
loss of the goods : Rodocanachi v. Elliott (L. R. 5 C. P. 518). That was 
not one of the instances of constructive total loss given in the Marine 
Insurance Act, 1906, but he thought it was still the law. The venture 
was clearly destroyed, and that point seemed to be covered by the autho- 
rity to which he had referred. There was a constructive total loss of the 
i Next, was such loss due to a peril insured against as the 
froximate cause of the loss? It would be necessary to divide that 
question into two parts, and to discuss the first, whether the loss was 
in any sense due to a peril insured against. The cargo in both cases 
was lost, because, by English law, and by proclamations notifying the 
law, the further prosecution of the voyage became illegal, and the 
owners in both cases obeyed the law. Did those facts bring the case 
within the ‘‘ restraint of princes’’ clause in the policies? No force was 
wed, but restraint of princes did not necessarily involve the use of 
any force. Any authoritative prohibition on the part of a governing 
sagh or the operation of municipal law, was sufficient: Willer vy. 
Accident Insurance Co. (1903, 1 K. B. 712). In his judgment the 

loss of the venture in both cases was due to ‘‘ restraint of princes.” 
The defendants said, however, that even if that was so, yet as the 
restraint was by the operation of British municipal law, or by the 
authoritative act of the British Government in issuing their proclama- 
tions, such restraint was not covered by the policy. The reason they 
gave was that in a British policy upon the goods of a British subject 
retraint by the British Government must always be taken to be 
excepted, however wide-reaching the effect of the restraint clause might 
be. They said that the clause should be construed as though after 
the words ‘‘of what nation, condition, or quality soever ”’ there were 
added the words “other than British.’ That point was of import- 
ance, and was not, he thought, covered by any decided case which 
could be said to be conclusive. In his judgment, the restraint clause 
in the form in which it occurred in the policies before him did cover the 
municipal law of this country, and the authoritative acts of the 
British Government. Another point taken by the defendants was that 
after the declaration of war the voyage became illegal, and the policy 
ceased to be effective. There was no doubt that a British policy of 
insurance upon a venture illegal according to English law at the time 
the —— was issued was of no effect. When, however, the venture 
was lega according to English law when the policy was issued, but 
became illegal during the currency of the policy by some municipal 
law or authoritative act of the Government, one had to distinguish. If 
the assured persisted in the venture after it had so become illegal, and, 
43 a consequence, his goods were seized, he was uninsured. The seizure 
was due to his violation of English law. If, however, in consequence 
such supervening illegality he abandoned the venture, and thereby 
suffered loss, such loss, so far, fell within the restraint of princes 
Clause, and apart from any possible question of causa prozima the 
assured was covered. If it were not so, an assured would, indeed, be 
Ma sorry plight, for whether he obeyed or disobeyed the law, he would 
equally be uninsured. In his lordship’s opinion he was not in that 
Position, and he took the law to be that a British subject did, under a 
restraint clause in the present form, insure himself against loss caused 
& compliance with the law of his country, or the commands of his 
vernment, although he could not, and did not, insure himself against 

® loss caused by defiance of such laws or commands. One last 
point remained. Was the restraint of princes the proximate cause of 
loss? Here the restraint took the form of the common law which, 

&% the outbreak of war, sprang automatically into force, and of the 
commands issued by proclamation. One of these was an injunction 
to shipowners “not to permit any British ship to leave for, enter, or 
‘ommunicate with any port or place of the German Empire.’ When 
ce it was admitted that force was not necessary to constitute re- 
Sraint of princes, it was clear that a shipowner, who kept his vessel 
at home, or diverted her to a home port in obedience to such a proclama- 
“a, was not taking steps to avoid that particular peril, but was sub- 
‘Mitting to its operation. In such a case restraint of princes was the 
te cause of loss. The case fell within the principle of Miller 





v. Law Accident Insurance Co. (supra), and restraint of princes was 
the proximate cause of the loss. udgment would, therefore, be for 
the plaintiffs, with costs.—Counset, Roche, K.C., and Dunlop; Leslie 
Scott, K.C., and Mackinnon, K.C. Soscrrors, Pritchard 4 Sons, for 
Andrew M. Jackson & Co., Hull; Waltons & Co. 

[Reported by Leoxarnp O. Teomas, Barrieter-at-Law.} 


Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
IN PRIZE, 


“THE CORSICAN PRINCE.” Sir Samuel Evans, P. 22nd Febrvary. 


Prize Law—JvrispicTion oF Prize Court—OvusTeR oF JURISDICTION 
or THE Common Law Courts To TRY CLAIMS AS TO FREIGHT ON 
CARGO Seizep Aas PRIZE AND SuBSEQUENTLY ReLEASED—EXCLUSIVE 
JURISDICTION AS TO CAPTURES JURE BELLI AND TORTS CONNECTED 
THEREWITH. 

A dispute between a claimant of cargo and a shipowner claiming 
freight on cargo of a perishable nature which had been seized by the 
Crown as prize, and sold, and the proceeds of sale paid into court 
and subsequently released, must by heard and determined in the Prize 
Court. The Prize Court haz exclusive jurisdiction in such a matter, 
which entirely ousts the jurisdiction of the Common Law Courts. 

Faith v. Pearson (4 Camp. 35) applied, 

This was a summons, adjourned into court for argument, which raised 
the question of the jurisdiction of the Prize Court as opposed to that 
of the Common Law Courts over a shipowner’s claim for freight on a 
cargo seized by the Crown as prize and subsequently released. The 
Russian Bank, who claimed part of the cargo on the British steamship 
Corsican Prince, commenced an action in the King’s Bench Division 
against the shipowners for a declaration as to tne rights of the parties, 
and this was a summons by the shipowners in the Prize Court oy | 
assessment of freight and payment of the amount out of proceeds o 
sale of the cargo now in court. A summons to stay the action in the 
King’s Bench Division was issued, and on this Prize Court Summons 
the question of the right to continue the King’s Bench action was 
argued. It was contended for the Russian Bank that, where the cargo 
had been released the jurisdiction to try the rights of the parties was 
in the King’s Bench Division to the exclusion of the jurisdiction of the 
Prize Court. (Cur. adv. rult. 

Sir Samvert Evans, P., in the course of a length 





judgment, said : 
The matter for decision is whether the claims of the shipowners and 
the cargo owners are to be determined in a common law court or in 
prize proceedings. The principles and practice governing this matter 
are the same, since the assignment to this division of the Prize Court 
jurisdiction, under the Judicature Act, 1891, as in former times when 
the jurisdiction in prize was vested in and exercised by the High Court 


of Admiralty. His lordship quoted passages from Mr. Justice Story’s 
‘* Notes on the Principles and Practice of Prize Courts,’’ including the 
following :—‘‘ The Prize Court has also exclusive autnority 
as to the allowance of freight, damages, expenses, and costs in-all cases 
of captures, and though a mere maritime tort unconnected with capture 
jure belli may be cognizable by a Court of Common Law, yet it is clearly 
established that all captures jure belli, and all torts connected tnere- 
with, are exclusively cognizable in the Prize Court.’’ See also the 
judgment of Mr. Justice Story in Maisonnaire vy. Keating (2 Gallison, 
325, p. 343), and Le Caur v. Eden (Douglas, 594). And he continued : 
More than thirty years after the case of Le Cauz v. Eden came the case 
of Faith v. Pearson (4 Camp., at 35), woich carried the doctrine of the 
exclusive jurisdiction of the Prize Court still further; because in that 
case (which was an action at common law for trespass for seizing ship 
and cargo) the captor, who found that he had made a mistake in cap- 
turing the ship, had given her up without having instituted any pro- 
ceedings against her in the Court of Admiralty, and it was decided that 
the common law court had no jurisdiction. The Prize Courts have 
constantly dealt with claims for freignt and damages where ships or 
cargoes have been captured or seized, not only as between captors and 
owners, but also as between owners of ships and owners of cargo, 
and have adjudicated upon such claims whether the ship or 
cargo had been released or not ; and when both ship and cargo had been 
released ; and apparently no actions involving questions in similar cases 
were brought in any common law court. And this is obviously for 
grounds solid in justice and convenient in practice, because the two 
courts administer two different codes or systems of law. Moreover, 
we find that the Prize Conrt rules have been made by the Privy Council 
under the Prize Court Act, 1894, and not by the Rule Committee which 
frames the rules for the Hign Court. The contention that the rule is 
altered where the goods have been released after seizure is, in my 
The Prize Court exercised jurisdiction and 
where the subject-matter had been acquitted 
or released, and it has been held that such jurisdiction was vested in 
it, even when captures had been abandoned without the institution of 
any proceedings. When the facts of the present case are looked at, 
it is clear that this court alone has jurisdiction to deal with the claim 


view, quite unsound. 
exclusive jurisdiction, 


for freight. al : 

After stating the facts as to the ship’s cargo, which con- 
sisted of barley loaded at Odessa—the loading being completed after 
the declaration of war between Russia and Germany—and consigned to 
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Germany, and which after the ship had been diverted to Liverpool, | 
was seized there on 29th October ; ag to the claims by the various owners 
of the cargo; and as to its sale under the order of the court, his lord- 
ship said :} It is clear beyond dispute that the questions to be decided 
between the shipowners and cargo owners are within the exclusive 
jurisdiction of this court. I give directions therefore that the claim 
of the shipowners and all questions between them and the Russian Bank 
and the Société Générale be heard in these prize proceedings.—CouNsEL, 
1’. H. 7. Case, for the Crown; Maurice Hill, K.C., and R. H. Balloch, 
for the shipowners, the Prince Line (Limited); Butler Aspinall, 
K.C., and #. A. Wright, for the Russian Bank for Foreign Trade; 
L. F. C. Darby held a watching brief for the Société Générale de Paris, 
agents for the International Bank of Commerce, Petrograd. Soticrrors, 
The Treasury Solicitor; King, Wigg, & Brightman, for Wilkinson & 
Marshall, Newcastle; Coward & Hawkaley, Sone, & Chance; Lough- 
borough, Gedge, Nisbet, & Drew. 
{Reported by L. M. Mar 


Barrist*r-at-Law. } ee 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS 
High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re FISHER. ROBINSON AND OTHERS v. EARDLEY. 
Sargant,J. 9th December. 


Wut—Constrocrion—‘“‘ Suoutp One or My Nueces Die Berore THE 
Orner "’—CrERTAINTY Not CONTINGENCY—CONTINGENCY OF DEATH 
Berore THe Tenant ror Lire Impliep To Make Sense. 


Where property was left by a testator to his two nieces in equal 
shares, subject to a life interest, *‘ should one of my nieces die before 
the other, the other surviving niece to take the whole,”’ with a gift over 
“should my nieces die without lawful issue,”’ the testator and the 
tenant for life having died long ago, and one niece ‘being now dead, 
leaving children her 4urvivring, the othe r niece, who was also married 
and had children, claimed the whole. 


Held, that the death of one before the other wae not m itself a con 
tingency, but a certainty, and that, accordingly, there must be read into 
the gift the contingency of a niece dying in the lifetime of the tenant 
for life, which event did not happen, so the surviving niece was only 
entitled to a half, and the executors of the deceased niece took the 
other half of the property. 


Howard v. Howard (1896, 21 Beavan, 550 


This was a summons to determine whether, in the events which had 
happened, a certain messuage was vested absolutely in the defendant, or 
whether it was vested as to one-half thereof in the defendant and as 
to the other half thereof in the plaintiffs, who were the executors of the 
defendant's sister. The gift was as follows: ‘‘I give and devise unto 
my eister, Ellen GoodfelloW, the said messuage dwelling-house and 
tenement outbuildings, &c., to hold the same for her natural life, and 
after her decease the aforesaid estate to go to her two daughters, 
Elizabeth Goodfellow and Ellen Goodfellow, my nieces, share and share 
alike. Should one of my nieces die before the other, that is to say, 
Elizabeth Goodfellow or Ellen Goodfellow, the other surviving niece 
to take the whole estate, should my nieces die without lawful issue,”’ 
then a gift over. The facts were these: Ellen, the tenant for life, 
died in 1873, leaving Elizabeth and Ellen, both her surviving. Eliza 
beth married and had five childven, and died in 1911. Ellen also 
married, and is still living, and has five children. The contingency here 
introduced is the death of one person before the other. It was argued 
by counsel for the plaintiffs that death being the most certain of all things, 
the only way to make this event contingent was by referring it to some 
particular period, i.¢e., the period of distribution, and in this case 
it must be taken to refer to the death of the tenant for life. It is 
true that this testator did not provide for the issue of his nieces, 
but he probably intended that each of his nieces should be in a position 
to provide for her issue if she had any. The only cases like the present 
are Howard v. Howard (21 Beavan, 550), but the third rule in 2dwards 


followed. 


v. Edwards (15 Beavan, 357) throws light on how this will ought to be 


construed. As to the period of vesting, he relied on Barker v. Cocles (6 
Beavan, 82) and Whitton v. Field (9 Beavan, 368). On the other side. 
it was argued that the death of the two nieces at the same inetant of 
time was not an impossibility, and that mere probability was not suffi- 
cient to do away with the contingency : O’ Mahoney v. Burdett (31 L. T. 
Rep. 705 and L. R. 7 H. L. 388, Jarman, 6th ed., 2144). Howard vy. 
Howard is a most unsatisfactory report, full of mistakes, and never 
brought before the court before. 

SarGant, J., after stating the facts, held that (1) looking at the 
matter scientifically, in view of the infinite divisibility of time, it was 
impossible that two persone can die at the same instant of time: (2) 
Howard v. Howard (15 Beavan, 357) is good law and good sense, and, 


on similar reasoning, on the death of the tenant for life in this case | 


the property vested in the two nieces as tenants in common in equal 

shares.—Covunset, T. T. Methold; Alfred Adams. 

William Lea, for Challinors & Shaw, Leek. Stafford; Z. W. Byrne, for 

Blunt & Brocklehurst, Macclesfield ; 
[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.) 


| of the Kingston-upon-Hull Corporation Act, 1903, s. 14. 








| 
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Soricrrors, | 


KINGSTON-UPON-HULL v. NORTH EASTERN RAILWAY Co, 
Sargant, J. 26th and 26th November; 8th December. 


Loca Government—Sewer—‘'Sinciz Privates Dram ’’—Severan 
Hovses Betoncinc to One Owner—Pire Recetvinc Dratnace Con- 
NECTED WITH PusLtic Sewer—CuL-pDE-sAC—H1GHWAY—DeEDICATION To 
Pustic—Powrers or Ramway Company to Depicate—Kunastow- 
upon-Hvutt Corporation Act, 1903 (3 Ep. 7, C. CCKLVI.), s. 49— 


Pustic Heattn Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 55), ss. 4, 13, anv 41~— 
Pustic Heatta Acrs Amenpment Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 59), 
s. 19. 


A covered conduit tapping only surface water and slops, and not 
sewerage, from two rows of cottages, and running down a cul-de sac 
into a sewer under a highway, is a ‘‘ single private drain,”’ and not a 
sewer within the meaning of section 49 of the Kingston-upon-Hull Cor. 
poration Act, 1903, extending section 19 of the Public Health Amend- 
ment Act, 1890, and is acvordingly repairable by the owners of the 
property on which the cottages stand and over which the cul-de-sac 
runs. 


The plaintiffs were the Urban Sanitary Authority for the execution 
in the district of Kingston-upon-Hull of the Public Health Acts, and 
the Kingston-upon-Hull Corporation Act, 1903, and the defendants 
were the owners of some cottages in the district. The action was 
brought to enforce a charge against land and buildings of the 
defendants for expenses incurred by the plaintiffs in remedying 
a nuisance arising from the defective condition of a conduit 
lying under a roadway in Hull. The liability of the defendants de- 
pended upon whether the conduit was a single private drain within 
section 49 of the Kingston-upon-Hull Corporation Act, 1903, which 
was an extension of section 19 of the Public Health Acts Amendment 
Act, 1890, including within its scope cases where two or more 
properties are owned and occupied by the same person, and 
also where one or more properties are premises within the 
definition clause of the Public Health Act, 1875, s. 4. The 
roadway in question is a cul-de-sac, with 20 cottages on one 
side and ten on the other. They had only earth closets, emptied 
by the plaintiffs’ carts coming along the roadway, and prior to 1876 
all other drainage was discharged into an open ditch adjoining the 
property, which became a nuisance, and the local authority, the 
vlavntiffe” predecessors, required the defendants, under section 23 of 
the Public Health Act, 1875, to make a covered drain into an existing 
sewer in the adjacent highway, which was done. In 1911 the plaintiffs 
served on the defendants a notice that this covered drain or conduit 
had become a nuisance, and in 1912 empowered their inspector, 
under section 41 of the Public Health Act, 1875, to examine the 
conduit. The conduit was reported defective, and the defendants were 
required to execute certain repairs. They failed to do so, and the 
plaintiffs accordingly undertook the work, and now sought to charge 
the defendants with the cost of it. The land on which the roadway 
was built, and the cottages on either side of it and the land at the end, 
had throughout been the property of the defendants. Counsel for the 
plaintiffs contended that tinis cul-de-sac never had been and never 
could be dedicated to the public as a highway by the defendants, and 
that the conduit was a ‘single private drain’’ within the meaning 
Counsel for 
the defendants contended that this was a highway. dedicated to the 
public, and that the local authority had had no power to compel the 
defendants to construct the conduit, because the sewer was more than 
100 ft. from many of the defendants’ cottages. They further contended 
that tHe conduit was a sewer, and not a “ single private drain’’ within 
the meaning of the Public Health Acts. 


Sancant, J., after stating the facts, said, in the course of a long 
written judgment : This conduit is vested in the plaintiffs and the 
roadway is a public highway, but has not, in my judgment, become 
suaieatie by the public, nor is it vested in the plaintiffs. On the 
main question, I am of opinion that the conduit is a ‘‘ single private 
drain’’ within the meaning of section 49 of the Kingston upon-Hult 
Corporation Act, 1903. The true meaning of the section appears to 
me to be that where the drainage pipe provided in common for a group 
of houses or properties is as exclusive and private in relation 
those properties as the statutorily defined ‘‘drain”’’ is in relation to 
the single house which it serves, then the liability of the other owners 
of these properties for nuisance arising from that common drainage 18 


| analogous to or corresponds with the liability of the owner of a single 


house for the statutory drain serving that house only. The conduit in 
the present case falls within that proposition, and answers the test of 
privacy laid down by Wills, J., in Bradford v. Eastbourne Corporation 
(1896, 2 Q. B. 205, at page 215). In my opinion no difference is caused 
by the fact that the public has acquired rights of highway over the 
surface of the roadway. The action, therefore, succeeds, and I make 
the declaration asked for.—Counsst, P. Ogden Lawrence, K.C., and 
R. H. Glen; Walter Ryde, K.C., and ZE. M. Konstam. SottcrToRs, 
Sharpe, Pritchard, & Co., for H. A. Learoygd, Hull; R. F. Dunnell. 


[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Ir’s WaAR-TIME, But — Don’t ForRGET 
THe MIppLesex HosPiTaAu 
ITs RESPONSIBILITIES ARE GREAT AND Must BE MET. 
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March 6, 1915. 
New Orders, &c. 


War Orders and Proclamations, &c. 


The “ London Gazette ’’ of 2nd of March contains the following Order 
in Council relating to Prize Bounty :—~ 


Order in Council—Prize Bounty. 


Whereas there was this day read at the Board a Memorial from the 
ight Honourable the Lords Commissioners of the Admiralty, dated the 
day of February, 1915, in the words following, viz. :— 
“L Whesene by the Naval Prize Act, 1864, it is enacted that if Your 
oo is pleas in relation to any War to declare, by Proclamation or 
er in Council, Your intention to grant Prize Bounty to the Officers 
and crews of Your Majesty’s Ships of War, then such of the Officers and 
crews of Your Majesty’s Ships of War as are actually present at the 
<b destroying of any armed Ship of any of Your Majesty’s enemies 
shall be entitled to have distributed among them as Prize Bounty a sum 
calculated at the rate of £5 for each person on board the enemy's Ship 
at the beginning of the engagement : e 
“2. And whereas a state of war exists between Your Majesty and the 
German Empire, the Dual Monarchy of Austria-Hungary, and the 
Ottoman Empire : 
“3. We beg humbly to submit that Your Majesty may now be 
graciously pleased, by Your Order in Council, to declare Your intention 
to grant Prize Bounty to the Officers and crews of Your Majesty's Ships 


of War. 

“4, We further beg humbly to submit that Prize Bounty as ascertained 
under the provisions of the Naval Prize Act, 1864, should be paid by 
the Lords Commissioners of Your Majesty’s Treasury into the account 
of Your Majesty’s Paymaster General at the Bank of England for dis- 
tribution under our direction among the Officers and crews of Your 
ars Ships of War entitled thereto in the shares in that behalf 
to be specified hereafter by Your Order in Council. 

“The Lords Commissioners of Your Majesty’s Treasury have signified 
their concurrence in this proposal.” : 

His Majesty, having taken the said Memorial into consideration, was 
a y and with the advice of His Privy Council, to make a 

ration in the terms mentioned, and to approve of what is therein- 
after pro And the Right Honourable the Lords Commissioners 
of the Admiralty are to give the necessary directions herein accordingly. 








Societies. 
United Law Clerks’ Society. 


The Honourable Mr. Justice Low will preside at the eighty-third 
anniversary festival on Thureday, 20th May, at the Hotel Cecil: 

The following gentlemen are the stewards conducting the festival :— 
Messrs. W. G. Barranger, A. G. Davey, J. S. Drummond, W. H. 
Elliott, G. Fisk, W. R. Freeman, J. Mathison, Morris W. Reed, Henry 
Spray (treasurer), Tom Spray, W. J. Tarr, Frank Souter (chairman), 
and George J. Offer (hon, secretary). 


Sussex Law Society. 


The annual meeting of the above Society was held at the Law 
eT: 69, Ship-street, Brighton, on Tuesday, the 16th ult., at 


Present: Mr. E. H. Blaker (in the chair), Messrs. J. C. Buckwell, 
B. Bunker, G. Cheesman, W. H. Cockburn, G. Denman, T. Eggar, 
§. V. Farrington, A. F. Griffith, A. O. Jennings, J. Lord Thompson, 
E. M. Rollinson, W. Stevens, C. H. Waugh, H. M. Welsford, 
H. M. Williams, and A. C. Borlase (hon. secretary ). 

The annual report and statement of accounts were adopted, the latter 
thewing a credit balance of £28 2s. 11d. 

The report stated inter alia (1) that there were 113 members of the 
Society and four library subscribers, (2) that at least 14 members of 
the Society and 10 articled clerks from Brighton and the neighbourhood 
Were serving in the Army in various capacities, one articled clerk, Mr. 
Cyril Pope, having been killed in action, (3) that the Society, in con- 
Junction with the parent Society, had recently prosecuted an Army 
officer for acting as a solicitor without being properly qualified, and 
that on conviction he was fined £7. 

Mr. A. O. Jennings, Brighton, was elected president for the ensuing 
year. 

The committees were elected as follows :—General Committee—H. 
Cane, G, Cheesman, T. Eggar, F. B. Stevens, C. H. Waugh, H. M. 
Williams, A. C. Woolley, the president, the ex-president, the hon. 
treasurer, and the hon. secretary. Library Committee—H. Cane, G. F. 

ne, S. V. Farrington, E. W. Hobbs, H. W. Skinner, F. B. Stevens, 
H. M. Williams, the president, the ex-president, and the hon. secre 
vy. Education Committee—The president, H. M. Blaker, T. Eggar, 
8. V. Farrington, E. W. Hobbs, F. B. Stevens, and A. C, Woolley. 
Mr. C. Somers Clarke was re-elected hon. treasurer and Mr. Arthar UC. 
ase hon. secretary. : 

A vote of thanks was passed to the President, the committees, the 

auditors, and the officers. 
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‘ROYAL EXCHANGE 
ASSURANCE. 


INCORPORATED A.D. 1720, 


Fire, Life, Sea, Accidents, Motor Car, Plate Glass, 
Burglary, Employers’ Liability, Annuities, Live 
Stock, Third Party, Fidelity Guarantees. 


The Corporation will act as 
TRUSTEE OF WILLS AND SETTLEMENTS. 
EXECUTOR OF WILLS. 











Fall Prospectus on application to the Secretary, 


Head Office: ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C. 
Law Courts Branch: 29 & 30, HIGH HOLBORN, W.C. 








. 








Chester and North Wales Incorporated Law 
Society. 


The annual meeting of tne above Society was held at the Towu Hall, 
Chester, on Wednesday, the 24th ult., the retiring president, Mr. H. 
Goodman Roberts (Mold), in the chair. The ‘John Allington Hugaes 
Prize ’’ and the “Sir Horatio Lloyd Prize" for 1914 were presented 
to Mr. Robert Stanley Rigby, who served his articles with Mr. H. P. 
Rigby, of Middlewich. The following gentlemen were elected officers 
of the Society for the ensuing year :—President, Mr. James Porter 
(Conway), vice-president, Mr. E. Gardner (Chester), hon. treasurer, 
Mr. T. Moore Dutton (Chester), hon. secretary, Mr. Henry G. Hope 
(Chester), hon. auditors, Messrs. Francis Nunn (Colwyn Bay) and 
Frank Turner (Chester). In consequence of the war the annual dinner, 
which usually follows the business meeting, was not held this year. 


United Law Society. 


A meeting was held on Monday, the Ist inst., at 3, King's Bench- 
walk, Temple, E.C., Mr. W. H. Godfrey being in the chair. Mr. 8S. 8. 
Abrahams moved : ‘‘ That the present was has vindicated the principle 
of voluntary military service.’’ Mr. James Ball opposed. Tae follow- 
ing gentlemen also spoke :—Messrs. Hynes, Coutanche, C. P, Blackwell, 
Wood-Smith, and Aaron. The motion was carried. 


The Union Society of London. 


A meeting of the Society was held at Lecture Room B, 3 (North), 


King’s Bench-walk, Temple, on 24th February. The  vice- 
president, Mr. Coram, was in the chair. Mr. Stenham proposed, 
and Mr. Ravenshaw opposed : ‘‘ That the railways of thia country be 
nationalized.”” There also spoke Messrs. Harvey, Edison-Thomas and 
Willson. The motion was lost. , 

A meeting of the Society was held at the Lecture Room, King’s 
Bench-walk, on Wednesday last, the president (Mr. Harry Geen) in 
the chair. Mr. Morden moved : ‘‘ That the present naturalization laws 
are unsatisfactory.’ Mr. Gallop opposed, and the debate was continued 
by Messrs. Claxton, Edison-Thomas, and Willson. The motion was 
carried, . 








Building Societies in 1913. 


The popularity of building societies, say the Times, continues to 
increase, and, according to the report of the Chief Registrar of Friendly 
Societies for 1913, the membership showed an increase of 9,000 and 
the share capital of one million sterling during the year. The actual 
receipts were £23,391,672, as compared with £22,355,236 in 1912. The 
advances made on mortgage during the year amounted to nine and 
a quarter millions, an advance of £800,000 on 1912. The balance due 
on mortgage securities at the end of the year showed an increase of 
three-quarters of a million sterling, which probably means, in actuality, 
a full million. The property acquired through building societies during 
the last thirteen years, it is stated, would probably be sufficient to 
house the whole population of Liverpool, Manchester and Bradford, 
and during the same period 120 millions sterling have been advanced 
by the societies. The dominating feature of the figures for many years 
past has been the exceptional growth of societies in Yorkshire, and 
more particularly in the West Riding. Since 1902 the membership 
of societies in Yorkshire has risen by more than 50 per cent. The 
increase is almost entirely in England. The only district of the English 
counties to shew a diminution in membership was London in the home 
counties; the London societies suffered most from the effect of the 
Birkbeck winding-up, and their recovery has been much slower, 














Law Students’ Journal. 
Law Students’ Society. 


University or Lonpon Law Srupents’ Soctery.—At a meeting 
held on Tuesday, 2nd March, 1915, at University College (Mr. R. F. 
Levy, president, in the chair), the subject for debate was : “‘ That the 

esent war has proved the need for the nationalization of our railways.’ 
Mr E. Ws Goodall opened in the affirmative and Mr. E. Thatcher in 
the negative. The president and the following members also spoke :— 
Messrs. H. P. Wells, O. W. Godwin, C. F. Inniss, A. A. Carreras, 
BP. A. Wood, A. B. Montgomery. The leaders replied, and on the 
motion being put to the meeting it was lost by eight votes to five. 








Legal News. 
Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolution. 

Geratp Kyrrin-Taytorn and Georce Lovis WALKER, solicitors and 
notaries (Lamb, Kyffin-Taylor, & Walker), Central Buildings, 41, North 
Johmstreet, in the city of Liverpool. December 31. 

[Gazette, February 26. 

ATHELSTAN RenpALt and Epwin Dennis Berry, solicitors, Reading. 
January 1. [Gazette, March 2. 


General. 


The Local Government Board have given authority for the prepara- 
tion of two further town-planning schemes by tne Rural District 
Councils of Halesowen and Rotherham, relating to areas of about 650 
and 1,180 acres respectively. 

Several cases under the new rules with reference to poor litigants 
were before the Divorce Court on Tuesday. In the course of one of 
them the President said: [I suppose that the new rules are for the 
benefit of poor litigants generally, but I think that the old rules form- 
erly in force in this division were sufficient to permit poor persons 
to sue for divorce, and certainly, under them, the cases were much 
better prepared and presented to the court. 

Mr. Charles Alexander Spencer Ciariand, of Hendford, Yeovil, 
Somerset, Recorder of Winchester, and Deputy-Recorder for Exeter, 
who died on the 17th December last, aged fifty-three years, left 
unsettled property of the gross value of £17,704, with net personalty 
£16,948. Among the bequests under his will was one of £4,000 to 
Kate Arnold, his mother’s housekeeper, in return for her unselfish 
devotion to his parents and himself, and the testator directed his 
trustees to insist upon her acceptance of this legacy (free of duty) and 
to listen to no objections on her part, as he well knew her disinclina- 
tion to allow herself to be considered. 

Lord St. Aldwyn was on 23rd February, on the motion of Lord Galway, 
elected President of the County Councils’ Association at the annual 
meeting held in the Westminster Guildhall, and in his address dealt 
with county administration in relation to Government control. He 
said that there was a school of politicians who mistrusted count 
councils at every turn, and tried to control them in all they did ivan 
a central authority. But the county was the area for local activity 
and administration, and he urged the utmost resistance to the modern 
tendency to limit the work of county councils and to ride roughshod 
over them through Government Departments. The more Englishmen 
were entrusted with local administrative work the better they would 
do it; but the best men would not come forward for the work if they 
felt themselves bound at every turn by the tentacles of some octopus 
in Whitehall. The proposed new system of grants from the Exchequer 
would be no more than a partial attempt to solve the problem of local 
taxation. The root difficulty had always been the unfairness of the 

tem as between different classes of ratepayers. 


Prupentian Assurance Co. (Lrutrep).—The sixty-sixth annual 


r., vt of the above company will be found on page iii. 








Heramac, Son & Daw (estab. 1773), surveyors and valuers to 
several of the leading banks and insurance companies, beg to announce 
that they are making « speciality of valuations of every class of pro 
perty under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. Valuation offices: 98, 
Cheapside, E.C., and 312, Brixton-hill, 8.W. Telephone: City 377; 
Streatham 130.—(Advt.) 








The public are cautioned to be sure of obtaining the genuine 
‘Oxford "’ Sectional Bookcase, as exhibited at ‘‘ Ideal Homes’’ and 


other exhibitions, particulars of which may be obtained free from the 


sole inventors and manufacturers, William Baker & Oo., Oxford. 
Avoid imitations, which, although similar in name and general appear- 
ance, are quite differently constructed, of inferior finish, and more 
expensive. The ‘‘Oxford ’’ is only genuine when connected with the 
mame of Witt1am Baker & Co.—[ApvrT.] 
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Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
EMERGENCY ane Court Mr. Justice 
A. 


Date 


Monday Mar. 8 Mr. Blozam 
Tuesday ...... 4 J 


Goldschmidt 


Mr. Justice 
NEVILLE. 


Mr. Church 
Farmer 


Greswe!l 8 
Leach Jolly. 
Borrer 


Mr. Justice 
Jorcg. WARkRINGTOR, 


Mr. Jofly' Mr. Greswell 
Charch 
Leach 
Borrer 


bioxam Synge 

Greswell Jolly 
Mr. Justice 

Evz. 


Mr. Justice 
ASTBURY. 


Monday Mar. 8 Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. Synge 
Tuesday .... 9 Bloxam Borrer 


7 
Wednesday .. 
Thursday ... 


Friday Greswell 


Farmer Jolly 
Church 


Saturday .. Leach Farme 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
SUPPLEMENTARY LIST OF APPEALS FROM ALL DIVISIONS, 
Set' down to February 20th, 1915. 

Hitary S1rrines, i915. 


The Appeals or other Business proposed to be taken will, from time to 
time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 


THE CHANCERY 

DIWISION. 

(General List.) 

Judgments Reserved. 

In re The Estate of John Dave 
dec—Prisk and ors v Mitchell 
& Bawden (c a v Feb 17) 

Foran v Attorney-Gen (c a v 
Feb 18) 


FROM THE CHANCERY 
DIVISION, THE PROBATE, 
DIVORCE AND ADMIR- 
ALTY DIVISION (PROBATE 
AND DIVORCE), AND THE 
COUNTY PALATINE AND 
STANNARIES COURTS. 

(General List.) 
1913. 

In re P C Smith dec 
Smith (s o generally) 

In re an Application, No. 349,763, 
by the Texas Co for registra- 


FROM 


Smith v 


tion and In re The Trade Marks | 


Act, 1905 (s o generally) 


1914. 


Appenrodt v London 
Coungil (8 0 generally) 

Actiengesellschaft Fur  Anilin 
Fabrication in Berlin and anr 
v Levenstein ld (s o until after 
determination of war) 

Attorney-Gen v The Great 
Northern Ry Co (s o until 
after judgt in House of Lords) 

In the Matter of Letters Patent 
granted to John Eustace Jame- 
son and ors, No 10,370 of 1912, 
and In re The Patents and 
Designs Acts, 1907 and 1908 
(security ordered) 

Mainprice ang enr v Worth 

In the Matter of Letters Patent 
granted to Edward Mertens, No 
17,198 of 1904, and In the 
Matters of the Patents and De- 
signs Acts, 1907 and 1908 (s 0 
one week's notice on either side 
to restore) 

In re Application No 350,917 of 
La Societe Anonyme Dubonnet 


County 


and In re the opposition thereto | 


No. 5,724, and In re The Trade 
Marks Act, 1905 (s 0) 

Same No 350,917 of Same and In 
re the opposition No. 5,707 of 
Boord & Son (Incorporated) and 
In the Matter of The Trade 
Marks Act, 1905 (s 0) 





Herbert Morris Id v Saxelby (s 0) 

Browne v Crocker 

Kettlewell v The Globe Trust Id 

In re Alfred Maber, dec Ward v 
Maber and ors (s 0 generally) 

aes v North Eaxtern 


y 

In re Bagots, Hutton & Co ld 
and In re Trade Marks Aet, 
1905 (s 0) 

In re O'Grady, dec 
Wilmot 

Attorney-Gen v Mayor, &c, of 
Shoreditch (s o Easter) 

Read v The Stella Conduit Co 
(s o for appointment of legal 
personal representative) 

In re The Monolithic Building Co 
ld Tacon v The Company and 
ors 

In re Richard Dawson, dec Pat 
tisson v Bathurst 

In re De Tivoli 
Daniels and ors 

In re De Tivoli 
Daniels 

Companies Winding Up In re 
Companies (Consolidation! Act 
1908 and In re _ National 
General Insce Co ld 

Thorburn v Turner and ors 

Thwaite v George 

In re Robbins Robbins v Pod- 
more and ors 

Richards v Bostock and ors 

In re Strickland Hoare v Clarke 

Essien v Bastard 

In re Trade Marks, &e of Im- 
perial Tobacco Co (fof Great 
Britain & Ireland) !d_ In re 
Trade Marks Act, 1905 

In re Marlay Rutland v Bury 

Hailsham Cattle Market Co ¥ 
Tolman 

In re Malling Abbey Trusts 
Beaumont and anr v Dale and 
ors 


O'Grady ¥ 


Mossop v 


Mossop v 





1915. 


In re A K Holland, dec Langley 
v Sevier ;, 
In re Companies (Consolidation) 
Act. 1908, and In re Goyt 

Spinning Co ld 

In re Russell Day Smith v Day 

O'Sullivan, Spinster v P Tol 
chinsky 

Maddick ard ors v Sir Arthur 
Bignold 

In re M Porritt, dec 
Porritt and ors 


Porritt ¥ 


oo oe os 


~~ 


fa] 
Por a see FO 


FR 


ONS, 


ime to 


y (8 0) 


ust Id 
Vard v 
rally) 
vautern 


Co ld 
s Act, 


rady Y 


tc, of 
) 

uit Co 
f legal 


ling Co 
ny and 


Pat 
ssOp Vv 
ss0p Vv 

In re 


yn! Act 
Nat ional 


\ Pod- 


ors 


» Clarke 
of Im- 
f Great 


In re 


3ury 
t Co ¥ 


Trusts 
Yale and 


Langley 


lidation) 


re Goyt 


v Day 
p Tol- 


Arthur 


Porritt ¥ 
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The Mayor, Aldermen and Citi 
zens of the City and County of 
Kingston-upon- Hull v The 
North Eastern Ry Co 

In re Walton Carrodus, dec 
Scott v Taylor and ors 

John G Moore v The Associated 
Newspapers ld 

The London County Council v 
The South Eastern Ry Co 

In re William Miller, de 
Bromley v Miller and ors (rot 
befor? March 22) 


FROM THE PROBATE AND 
DIVORCE DIVISION. 
(Final and New Tria! List.) 

1914. 

Dugdale v Dugdale 
Ward v Ward 
1915. 
Divorce Freedman, 8, 
Freedman, R, Respt 
Divorce Pearce, L E, 
H E Pearce, Respt 
Divorce Napier, CC J (Petnr) v 

Napier, EMG (Respt) 


Divorce 
Divorce 


Petnr \ 


Petnr v 


FROM THE CHANCERY AND 
PROBATE AND DIVORCE 
DIVISIONS. 
(interlocutory List.) 
1915. 
Divorce Hall, A H G, Petnr v 
Hall, C A K, Respt (s o Mar 4 
In the Matter of Companies (Con 
solidation) Act, 1908 and In 
the Matter of Moore's Deposi 
tories and Furniture Ware- 
houses Id 
In re The Companies (Consolida- 
tion) Act, 1908 and In re The 
Law Car & General Insce Corpn 


ld 


FROM THE COUNTY 
TINE COURT OF 
CASTER 
(General List) 
1914. 

McVittie v Oldham Corpn 
Hampton v The Toxteth Co 
operative Provident Soc Id part 
heard 


PALA 
LAN 


FROM THE KING'S 


DIVISION. 

(Final List.) 
Judgments Reserved. 
LUnion Compagnie Anonyme 
D’Assce Contre L’Incendie v 
The British Crown Assce Corpn 
Id (c a v Jan 28, 1915) (Heard 
before Buckley, Pickford & 

Bankes, LJJ) 

Procter Tarry & anr (c a v 
Feb 12, 1915) (Heard befor 
The Lord Chief Justice, Swinfen 
Eady, LJ and Bray, J) 

EW J Savill vy S Dalton (c a v 
Feb 20) (Heard before Th 

ord hief Justice, Swinfen 


Eady, LJ and Bray, J) 


BENCH 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
1913. 

Bendix v Chilian 
and anr (not before 
1915) 

Stepney and Bow Educational 
Authority v The Commrs of 
Inland Revenue (Revenue Side) 
(8 o till after decision in House 


Syndi ate ld 


July 1, 





of Lords in ‘‘ Marquis Camden 
and Inland Revenue Commrs’’) 
Tabranam v Kellett (abated—re- 
ceiviag order made agaist deft 


Kellett) ° 


1914. 
Newton v The Mayor, &c, of St 


Marvlebone (not before Mar 29) 
La Parana Societe v John Voss 


& Co 


s o Easter) 


Newitt v Leggatt & ors 

Maskell v Horner (part Reard Jan 
22. before The Lord Chief Jus 
tice, Buckley and Pickford, 
LJji) (so 

Associated News] 
v Mayor, &c, of City 
(s o Easter) 

Same v Same (s o Easter) 

Adam v Ward 

In the Matter of the Arbitration 
Act, 1889, and In the Matter of 
Local Government Act, 
The County Council of Glamor 
van, The Mayor, &c, of Cardiff 
and the Mayor, &c, of the 
County Borough of Swansea 
(not before Mar 25) 

Upton v Curtis (not before Mar 8) 

The Commrs of Inland Revenu 
v Smyth (Revenue Side 30 
Michaelmas 

Hunter v Commrs of Inland 
tevenue (Revenue Side O 
Michaelmas 

O'Donoghue vy 
Committee 

Java Hevea Rubber and Tobacco 
Estates ld v Clarke 

Mayes v Newell 

Cove v Army and Navy Auxiliar 
C>-operative Supply Co 

Morris v Bloch and ors 

Same v 

Jordan v Morris 

In re The Arbitration Act, 1659, 
and In re an  Arbitratior 
between Metropolitan Water 
Board and The London, Brightoi 
ind South Coast Ry 

The General Accident, Fire and 
Life Assce Corpn Id v Knowles 
(not before Easter) 

Uarris v Taylor (n 
Mar 8) 

Ford Motor Co (England) Id 
Armstrong 

In re the Agricultural Holdings 
Act, 1908, and In re an Arbi 
tration between Burry (tenant) 
and The Provost and Fellow 
of St. Nicholas ( lege , Lancing 
(landlords) 

Blackett v Ridout 

R A Deighton & Co v 
(secarity ordered) 

Metropolitan Water Board v 
Assessment Committee of the 
Chertsey Union 

In the Matter of the Arbitration 
Act, 1889 Hobday and ors 
(Clmts) and the Licenses Insce 
Corpn and Guarantee Fund ld 
p 
ay 


apers ld and o! 
of London 


1888 


Cheshire Lines 


same 


Ward 


espts) 
Dunlop v A Dobell & Co 
The King v Taylor 
The King v Amendt 
John Kilner & 
Menzies ld 
Temple v Southampton, Isle o 
Wight and South of England 
Royal Mail Steam Packet Co Id 
Holding v Banks and am 
Ledbury Rural District 
v Lady Henry Somerset 
Cardiff Coaling Co ld v 
Middleton & Co ld 
Suarez Heimanos & Co !d ¥\ 
Romula Saldana 
In re the Agricultural 


Grey & 


eons Vv 


Council 


Houlder, 


Holdings 





EQUITY AND LAW 


LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, 


W.C. 


ESTABLISHED 1844. 
DIRECTORS. 


Chairman —John Croft Deverell, Esq. 
James Austen-Cartmeli, Esq. 
Alexander Dinewall Batesoo, Esq., K.C. 
Felix Cassel, Esq., K.C., M.P. 

Edmund Church, Esq. 

Philip G. Collias, Esq. 

Rovert William DVibdin, Esq. 

fir Kenelm E. Digby, G.C.B., K.C. 
Charles Baker Dimond, E4q. 

Sir Howard W. Elphinstone, Bart. 
Richasd L. Harrison, Esq. 


FUNDS EXCEED - - 
All classes of Life Assurance Granted. 


Deputy-Chairman— Richard Stephens Taylor, Eaq. 


L. W. North Hickley, Esq. 

Archibald Herbert James, Esq. 

William Maples, Esq. 

Allan Ernest Messer, Esq. 

The Right Hon. L rd Justice Phillimore. 
Charies R. Rivington, Esq. 

Mark Lemon Romer, Keq., K.C, 


| Toe Hon. Charles Kussell, 
| H. P. Bowling Trevanion, Esq. 


£ 5,000,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests Purchased 


Loans on Approved Securities entertained on Favourable Terms, 
W. P. PHELPS, Actuary and Secretary. 





Act, 1908, and In re an Arbi 

tration between Lord Ashburton 
and Gi 

Fr 

ni 
Manor Enyineering ( 

Charles Davidson & Co Id 
John Parker € Co v Goldstein 
Date v The Gas Coal Collieries ld 
Wilk nson and ors \ Young 
W Ir Fenwick & Co ld v Mer 

chants Marine Insce Co Id 
Cohen v Joseph (security ordered) 
British Motor Cab Co ld v Robin 

son 
Hood v Walthamstow Urban Dis 

trict Council 
The Underground Electric Ry Co 
of London Id and Glyn Mills, 

Currie & Co 

Commrs of Inland 
(Respts 


Meade, King 


Robinson & Co v 
John J Jacobs & Co 

Kuban Black Sea Oil Fields ld v 
Parkes 

British 
Co Id \ 

Hewitt Bros v E K 


Dominions General Insce 

Duder 

Wilson and 
ors 

Seal v Cohn 

Huth and ors v 
Sendle and anr v United Kingdom 
Alliance and ors 

Oxenford & { \ 
Same v Same 

Hampton \ 
Coun 

White v Robins 

Bank of Australasia and ors v 
Clan Line Steamers ld 

Swan v Swar 

The Mayor, &c, of the Borough of 
Pontefract Lowden and ors 

Horley v Thistle & Thorne 

Stevens v British Medical 

Pocock v Tha ker 

Geo H Waltoa & Co Id v Taylor 
and anr 

In re The’ Agricultural Holdings 
Act. 1908 and In re an Arbtn 
between Clark (Tenant) and ‘ 
Stanford (Landlord) 

Ziman v Consolidated U 
of New Zealand ld 

Bromley v Webster's Brickworks 
and ors 

The King Roberts (expte The 
Mayor cf Stepney) 

Von Sachs v Ashton & Parsons ld 

Churm v The Dalton Main Col 
lieries ld 

Hancock v Stephens 

Leadley v Cocker 

Hinton and anr v Edward Deave 
& Beal ld 

Seal v Turner 

The King v The Board of Trade 
xpte The Great Central Ry 
Co) 


Huth 


same v Same 


Rigaud & Fish 


Glamorgan County 


‘ 
Ass8or 


ld Fie lds 


Applts) v The | 
Revenue | 


oO Malley . Pen 


The King v_ Gathorne-Hardy 
(expte Great Central Ry Co) 
The King v Same (expte The 
Midland Ry Co and The Mid 
land & North Eastern Ry Jomt 

Committee) 

P Dixon & Son Id v Henderson, 
Craig & Co 

Clarke and ors v St 
Borough Council 

De Pinna v Dear 

Gellatly, Hankey & Co v C J 
Wills & Son ld 

Kilner v The Army & Navy & 
General Assce Assoc ld ; 

The King v Richards (expte The 
Mayor, &c, of Lianelly) 

The King v Williams 

The King v Footgs Cray Urban 
District Council 

In re an Arbitration between Sor- 
rentino & Buerger and anr 
(special case) 

Jones v The Padstow 
Commissioners 

Keats v Bracey-Wright and ors 

Kelly v Nat Soc of Operative 
Printers & Assistants and ors 

Pearce v North Eastern Ry Co 

In re an Arbitration between 
Duncan, Fox «& Co and 
Schrempft & Bonke (special 
case) 

Milroy v Victors Id 

In re an Arbitration between the 
Mayor, &c, of Queenborough 
and ‘lhe Shep; y RDC 

Osborne v N Fortescue & Sons Id 

Wheeler v Morris 

Chenderiang Tin Dredging ld v 
Neil 

Miller v Waterlow & Sons 

Hooley v Batterley Co Id 

G O Tuck & Co (Incorporated) v 
America Levant Line Id 

Rodger v Dix (Cameron, 
and In re an Issue 
Rodger 

Jefferson v 

In re an 
and Seal 

North Eastern Ry v J C 
nister & Co 

Maling v Tinling and ors 


Works ld v 


Helens 


Harbour 


Clmt) 
Cameron v 


Paskell 


Issue between Norton 


Ban- 


Ormston & Glass 


| Green v Geo Mills & Co ld 


In re an Issue between O'Driscoll] 
and anr and The Manchester 
Insce Committee under the Nat 
Insce Act, 1911 

Hamiiton v London County Coun- 
cil (security ordered) 

Countess de Mamel de Manin v 
Poole & Robinson 

Montes v Canton Insce Office ld 

H Dakin & Co v Lee 

Crisp, Athill & Co Id v Booth & 


Co 
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Martin v Hicks (Receiver and | 
Manager of McNamara & Co Id) | 


1915. 
Spermi v Bond 
The Austin Friars Steam Ship 


vying Co Id v Spillers & Bakers 
d 
Mc Vittie v 
R Leslie Id v 


Turner 


Fallon & Tilbrook 


Neville v Dominion of Canada 
News Co ld 

Gibson v Marks 

Fairbrother, Ellis & Co v Stod 


dart 
Bradshaw v Waterlow & Sons ld 
Terry v Moss’ Empires ld 
Phillips (widow) a poor person Vv 
Heppenstall & Clark 
Walton v The Provident Assoc of 


London Id and anr 
Flude Id v Goldberg (Isaacs, 
Clmt) 


Tumin v Halford 

Mitsui & Co ld v Mumford 

Matthews v Fraser 

T Sanday v ‘Tne British 
Foreign Marine Insce Co ld 

King v Ear! Cadogan 

Brown v Smith 

Walter Morrison v The Commis 
sioners of Inland Revenue 
(Revenue Side) 

Reid v Tne Royal London Mutual 

ld and anr 

sin lair 


and 


Inace Sox 
Symington & 
Rutter & Co 
Branch v Pope 
Edmondson v B Newgas & Co !d 
Kerley v Lancashire & Yorkshire 
Ry Co 
Maple & Co ld \ Hollis 
Whenman v Clark 
The Commrs of Inland Revenue 
v The Sheffield and South York 


Rutter 


shire Navigation Co (Revenue 
Side 

E Berry & Sons v Toe Star Brush 
Co Id 

R & W Paul ld v Huni & 
Wormser Id 

Ann Pittman Grandy v D Dun 
haw, Surveyor of Taxes 


(Revenue Side 
Winter & ors (Exors and ors) v 
Stride & Son Same v Same 
W Wise & Son v The Cinephone 
Co ld and anr 
Barnard v London 
Western Ry Co 


& South 


FROM THE PROBATE, 
DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY 
DIVISION (ADMIRALTY 


With Nautical Assessors, 
(Final List.) 
1914. 
The Fiume—1913—Folio 23 Th 


Sampan v The 
Owners of SS. Fiume (damage) 

The Lismore—1914—Folio 6 ‘The 
Southampton Harbour Board as 
Owners of Steam Launch 
S H B and Barge No 1 v The 
Owners of Steamship Lismore 
(damage 

The Capenor—1913—Folio 297 
The Owners of Steamship Cape- 
nor v The Owners of Steamsaip 
Antiogoon and Owners of Steam 
ship Albert W Selmer (damage) 

The Kaiser Wilhelm I1.—1914 
Folio 290 Owners of Steamship 
Incemore v The Owners of 
Steamship Kaiser Wilhelm I! 
(damage) 

The Incemore—1914—F olio 272 
The Norddeutcher Lloyd SS Co 
the Owners of Steamship Kaiser 
Wilhelm II. v The Owners of 


Owners of SS 


1 he 


Steamship Incemore and freight 
(dumage) 
Without Naatical Assessors. 
Leon Blum—1914—Folio 2 
The Owners, Masters and Crew 
of Steam Tug Vanquisner v The 
Owners of the Cargo lately on 
Board the Ship or Vessel Leon 
Blum and La Societe Nouvelle 
d’Armement (salvage, point of 
law only) ( 
rhe Brugge—1913—Folio 298 E A 
Herbert & Co Id v Grant 
breaca of contract) (not before 
the lst day of Easter) 
FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
Interlocutory List 
Judgment Reserved. 
(Guat anty Trust Co of Ne W York 
v A Hannay & Co (c a v Feb 9) 


( 


(Heard hefore Bu kley, Pick 
ford and Bankes, LJJ) 

FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
Interlocutory List.) 

1912. 

The King v Justices of the 
County of London and ors 
expte Stanley) (s o generally) 
The King v_ Justices of tne 
County of London and ors 
expte the London County 
Council) (s o generally) 

1914. 
Canelly v Sala 


Miller ld v Steedman Millers Id 
v Steedman 

Dowdeswell & Dowdeswell ld V 
Jones 

Ziman v Komata 
Mining Co ld 

Seal v Turner 

L, Shaw (1914) ld v Wade and ors 

Peskin v Ray Bros 

Bloomer v Harris 


Reefs Gold 


Dyer, James v The Editor, 
Printer and Publisher of The 
Western Times 

Same v The Editor, &c, of The 
Western Morning News 

Same v The Editor, &c, of The 
Devon and Exeter Gazette 

Same v The Editor, &c, of The 


North Devon Journal 
Sykes v Drummond 
Geo & R Dewhurst ld v Beane, 
Martin & Co ld 
IN RE THE WORKMEN'S 
COMPENSATION ACTS, 1897 
AND 1906. 


(From County Courts.) 


1914 
Tyrell v The Sopwith Aviation 
Lo s © generally Jan 16, 1915 
1915. 
McCardla v Swansea Harbour 


Trust, Swansea 
Cooper v Wales ld 
Harrison v Ford 
Wright v The Sneyd Collieries ld 
Morgan v Cynon Colliery Co 
White v E R Strickland & Son 
Gledhill v Drake Spinning Co ld 
Steel 


Fox v Barrow Hematite 
Co ld 
Miller v Richardson 


Luckie vy Merry 


N.B.—The above list contain 
Chancery, Palatine, King’s Bench, 
Final and Interlocutory Appeals 
&c, set down to February 20th 
1915. 


Pierson v 
Steiner V Steiner 


In re T Schwann, dec 


Sefore Mr. Justice Joyce. 
Retained Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses. ) 
trove ld v Pankhurst 


Warner 


Further Consideration. 
Schwann v 
Stahlmann 


‘auses for Trial without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses. 

In re L A G May, dec May v 

May 

In re Graham’s Settlement Gwyer 

v Graham 

In re John Maxwell's Will 

holm v Maxwell 

In re H C Jobson, dec 


Den- 


Jobson v 


Jobson 

In re  Collyer’s Settlement 
Collyer v Collyer 

In re Griffiths’ Settlement Lin- 
dop Griffith 

In re William Raven, dec 


Spencer v The National Assoc 
for the Prevention of Con 
sumption and other forms of 
Tuberculosis 


In re Menell et Cie ld and anr 
Regent Street Fur Co v 
Diamant 

In re William Matthews, dec 
Davis v Davis 

In re Henry Moses, dec Bed 
dington v Beddington 

In re A Johnson, dec Lewendin 


v Johnson 

In re A M B N Stallard-Pendyre, 
dec Stallard-Pendyre v Stal- 
lard-Pendyre 

In re T L Prichard, dec Prichard 
v Prichard 

In re George Lawrence, dec 
Dawes v Wright 


In re Becher, dec Francis v 
Becher 

In re Boyd, dec Sidgwick v 
Boyd 

In re Courtenay’s Settlement 
Public Trustee v Carter 


In re Mansergh & Frost Bros ld 
Contract and re Vendor and 


Purchaser Act, 1874 

In re Dieppe, dec Millard v 
Dieppe 

In re Annie Winterborn, dec 


Clegg v Winterborn 
In re John Sykes, dec 
Sykes 


Sykes v 


In re John Tucker, dec Jenkins 
v Trustees of G H Tucker 
In re William Houghton, dec 


Houghton v Houghton 
Thornton v Thornton 
Duke & Earl of Sutherland, dec 
Lawley v Chaplin 
In re Donne, dec Donne v Donne 
In re H L Hall, dec Hall v Hall 
In re H H Young, dec Johnson 
v Young 


Justice WARRINGTON. 
Adjourned Summons 


tedruth & Chasewater 
pt hd (s o generally) 


Before Mr 
Retained 
Barlow v 
Ry Co 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
In re M A Bardoux, dec Barker 
v de Bernadotte and ors 

















HIGH COURT.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Hitary Sirtines, 1915. 
Supplementary List or CHancery Causes ror TRIAL OR Hearing, 
Set down to February 20th, 1915. 


In re Patents and Designs Act, 
1907 In re Letters Patent, N, 
20,277 of 1904 (expte Robin 
Electric Lamp Co Id) (fixed for 
March 1) 

In the Matter of the Petition of 
Right of Lady Frances Bushby 
and ors (not before Easter) ~ 

Edwards v Pickford action 
(Bangor District Registry) (s ) 

Bailey v Pearson 

Hart v Thurber Whyiand ld 

Kitchin v Fielder 

The London, Brighton & South 
Coast Ry Co v Hepburn, Gale 
& Ross Id 

Marsh v Stirling 

Hogg v Moving Advertisements 
ld 


Code v Cardwell 





Before Mr Justice Nevius. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 


Hall v Litchfield (s o) 

Wolfe v Menzies 

Brown v Morris (not before 
Easter) 


In re The Canadian Agency ld 
Southern v The Company (s 0) 

Foster v Pickles 

Evans v Bramall 

Francis v Hesilrige 


In re The Guardianship of 
Infants Act, 1886. 
(Appeal from the County Court 
of Lancashire, holden at Liver 

pool. ) 
In Camera 
In re The County Courts Act, 
1888, und In re The Guardian 
ship of Infants Act, 1886, and 
In re G B Smith & E B Smith, 
infants. 





Before Mr. Justice Eve. 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses 

In re E K Bridger, dec Bridget 
v Simpson (s 0) 

Davies v Evans (s o Easter) 

Leon v Slomnicki (s o Easter) 

Swan v ,Pickering (stayed for 
security) 

Fisher v Fisher (s 0) 

Fawcett v Scattergood 

Hamilton v Locksheath Nurserie 
Id pt hd (s 0) 

Osram Lamp Works ld v Popes 
Electric Lamp Co ld ‘not be 
fore March 14) 

Swaby v Roberts 


In re Niel Ryrie ld Harben ' 
Niel Ryrie Id (not before 
March 10) 

Richards v Aberdonia Cars ld 


(not before Easter 
Cass v_ Jackson 
March 3) 
W Woodward Kd v 
Macro Id 
In re Woodward ld In re Trade 
Marks Act, 1905 
Perrins and ors v Barnitt 
Fellows v T W Lench ld 
Jellett v Clews 
Beck Engineering Co VY 
Engineering Co 
Youde v Allen 
Noakes v Meharey 
Allison v Forman 
Weber v Vane 


(not 
Boulton 


Foatet 





before 





ew 


oo ee 
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COLONIAL SHIRT AND MANCPACTURING, Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before 
April 12, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars «f their debts or 
claims, to Stanley Pearson, 13, Spring gdns, Manchester, or Thomas Dutton, 4, Picca- 
dilly, Manchester, liquidators. 

E. G. Synpicats, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before April 26, to send th-ir 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charlies 
Frederick Palmer, 1 and 2, Broad Street av, Blomfield st, liquidator. 

Rowpitcn Fot\npry Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before April 2, to send 
their names and ad |resses, and the particalars of their debts or claims, to W. A. 

Raybould, Theatre chmbrs, Babington ln, Derby, liquidator. 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Feb. 26. 


Lovell's Bag and Packet Machinery, Ltd. Pinner Motor-Co, Ltd. 

Vaal River Gold Fields, Ltd L. B. M. Carburetters, Ltd. 

W. P. Adshead & Co, Ltd. british Clothing and Supply Co, Ltd. 
Midame Osbourn, Ltd, P. Philpot & Co, Ltd 

W. H. Hartiand, Ltd. Minerals Testing Syndicate, Ltd. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Mar. 2 


Arton Leather Syndicate, Ltd. 

Revenge Syndicate, Ltd. 

San Cristobal (Mexico) Rubber, Tobacco 
and Fatates Co., Ltd. 

Stanstead Bread Co., Ltd. 

Grays and District People’s Cafe Co., Ltd 


Meacham, Ltd. 

Art Silvi r Co, Ltd. 

Foster, Oppenheimer & Co, Lid. 

W. J. Patten & Son, Ltd. 

Thomas Robertson & Son, Ltd. Alnwick. 
Toroga Motor Engine Co, Ltd. 

E. G. Syndicate, Ltd. 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


London Gazette. —FRIDAY, Feb. 26. 


DEARLING, CATHERINE, High-street, Croydon March 26 Williamson Limited v. Dear- 
ling and Pringle Astbury, J., White, Stevenage House, Ho!born-viaduct 

MITCHELL, ALEXANDER, Ballindarg, Mapesbury-road, Brondesbury March 23 Michel! 
v. Mitchell and Others Joyce and Eve, JJ , Sturt, King's Bench-walk, Temple 


London Gatette.—TURSDAY March 2. 


Hewett, JANE, Grove-street, Leamington, Warwick April 10 Dance v. Candy and 
Others, Judge in Chimbers, Koom No, 706, Royal Courts, Cooksey, O:d Bill, Stafis 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last DAY oF CLAIM, 
London Gazetlte.—TUESDAY, Feb. 23. 


ALLEN, Groner, Winchester, Carrier Mari? Dowling, Winchester 

ALLEN, KATHARINE, Eastbourne Mar31 Hunter & Lawford, Coleman st 

ASTON, GRORGE FENN, Templeton pl, Earl's Court April 2 
ampton sq 

BADHAM, BoWARD JAMES, Blackheath, Kent Mar 30 Foster & Co, Queen st p! 

BaRLow, Eustace Hersvursy, Sigsworth, Pateley Bridge, Yorks Mar8l Larken & Co 
Newark on Trent 

BENTLEY, MARY, Southport Mar 81 Butcher & Barlow, Bury 

BIRD, GRORGE ADOLPHUS, Southsea Mar25 Foskett, Portman st 

BRADLEY, HARRIET ANN, Champion Hili Mar 26 Sandom & Co, Gracechnurch st 

BULLARD, ARCHIBALD, Chepstow p!, Bay.water Mar 25 Cooper & Co, Portman 
at 

CARBONE! L, ELEANOR, Usk, Mon April? Masterman & Everington, Pancras in 

CHAPMAN, JANE, York Mar25 Petty, York 

CHAPMAN, JonN, Liandudno Junction, Carnarvon April6 Boocock & Son, Halifex 

CHIDLEY, Ha«Riet, Lee Brockhurst, Salop Mar25 Lucas & Co, Wem, Shropshire 

CLERKE, Lieut Col. Hort Waring, Fornshaw rd, Fulham Mar25 Meade & Balmer, 


Red Lion sq 
Cowsrovuan, Henry, Iikley, Wine Merchant Mar 3! Ford & Warren, Leeds 
Danigt, WILLIAM NATHANIEL ARNOLD, Stone bidgs, Lincoln's inn, Solicitor Mar 25 


Meade & Balmer, Red Lion sq 

DAVIDSON, ELIZABETH, Courthope villas, Wimbledon Mar 31 
bury pymt 

Davigs, Davip, Gorwydd, Lianddewibrefi, Cardigan April 14 
Lampeter 

Davins, HARRY LLANOVER, York gate, Regent's Park Mar 22 
Arundel st 

Davis, ANNA MARGARET, Nailsworth, Gloucester Marl Wallis, Hereford 

Downgs, THomMas, Walsall Feb 26 Smith & Sons, Walsall 


Houghton & Sons, fF ins- 
Lloyd & Son, 
Withers & Co, 


Bolton & Co, North- | 








FRirP, STEUART, Clifton, Bristol Mari9 Danger & Cartw it, Bristol 

FULLER, WILLAM SAMUEL, Southampton, Fly Proprietor 25 Waller & Thora 
back, Southampton 

GARBUTT, THOMAS, Sheffield Mari8 Smith, Middleton St George, Co Durham 

HAMMOND, Dame PRISCILLA, Southsea Mar 31 Ingledew & Fenwick, Newcastle upom 
Tyne 

Hind, ELLEN MARIA, North sq, Hampstead Garden Suburb Mar31 Astley Roberts 
Bishopsgate 

HoLpecn, WILLIAM HcGH, Farnborough, Warwick Mar 22 Withers & Co, Arundel 
at 

Hook, WILLIAM, Adpar st, Paddington Mar22 Trower & Co, New sq, Lincoln's inn 

HUXLEY, WILLIAM, who died in 1907 at some place unknown Mar 25 Lucas & Co, 
Wem, Sa'op 

INGRAM, Manta Louisa, Richmond, Surrey April 7 Ball & Redfern, Gray's inn pl 

JACOBS, ANNETTE JOSEPHINE, Mapesbury rd, Brondesbury Mar 31 Jacobs & Green. 
wood, New Broad st 

KeLLY, JULIA CATHERINE, Bexhill on Sea April12 Tyler, Clevent’s inn 

Lex, Henry, Caecharris, Dowlais Feb 27 Roberts & Lewis, Dowlais 

MCGRATH, SARAH, Liverpool Mar 31 Stewart, Public Trustee, Clement's inn 

MALE, ALICE MAUD, Leamington, Warwick Mar i6 Rowlands & Co, Birmingham 

MAPLES, SARAH, Cambridge ter, Paddington Mar 20 MHallowes & Carter, Bedford 
row 

METCALFE, ELEANOR ETHELDREDA, Harbledown, nr Canterbury Mar 2) Fielding, 
Canterbury 

MoeRHOUSE, EDWARD Dopson, Altrincham, Surgeon April6 Sale & Co, Man. 
chester 

PAGE ERNEST WILLIAM, Southminster, Essex, Corn Merchaut Mar 31 Clapham & Co 
Devonshire sq 

PAYNE, HAROLD, Portemouth, Mar3l Harvey & Co, Portsmouth 

PHILLIPS, MARY ANNE HAWKES, Torquay Mar3i Belfield, Kensington sq Mansion 

Pitts, BERNARD, FRCS, Harley st Mar 23 Francis & Johnson, Great Winchester st 

REECE, JOHN, Marple, Chester April 22 Higham & Co, Manchester 

RICHINGS, ALFRED RICHARD CORNELIUS, St ne bidgs, Lincoln's inn, Barrister at Law 
Mar 20 Foyer & Co, Essex at 

RiLgy, KopertT Tuorns, Luddenden, nr Halifax Mar 23 
Halifax 


Rhodes & Evans, 


ROBERTS, WILLIAM BETHELL, Llangollen, Denbigh April 10 Carter & Co, Car. 


narvon 

Rosins, WILLIAM Groros, Hull April? Davis, Hall 

Soort, J¥LIA MARIE, Birmingham Mar3l Hooper & Co, Birmingham 

SHENTON, ee Piymouth, Commission Agent Mar 31 Adams <« Croft, Ply- 
mouth 

STANNARD, JOHN WARREN, Writtle, nr Chelmsford, Essex, Sanitary Engineer Mar % 
Gray, Chelmsfo 

TAYLOR, Epwin YounG, Newport, Isle of Wight Mar 27 Eldridge & Sons, Newport, 
Isle of Wight. 

TAYLOR, JoB, Knowle, Warwick Mar23 Shakespeare & Vernon, Birmingham 

THORNTON, BATEMAN, Stoughton, Emsworth, Hants Mar 30 Foster & Uo, Queen stp 

URQUHART, Capt EDWARD FREDERICK MALTBY, Elm Park gdns Mar 25 Meade & 
Balmer, Red Lion sq 

WALKER, PHILIP, Little Perdiswell, nr Wercester Mar3l Bannister, Stourbridge 

a PRTER ARTHUR CARLAW, Osmaston Manor, Derby Mar 31 Kutherfords, 
siverpool 

WATTS, ALBERT, Woking, Surrey Mar 20 Barton, Woking 

Woprnovuse, Rt Hon EpmMuUMD Ropegrt, Chester sq Mar 15 
Anne's gate 

WoGan-Browng, VERA, Fethard, Tipperary Mar 31 Hasties, Lincola’s inn 
flelds 

Woop, James Joun, Hardway, Gosport, Hants April 1 Churcher & Churcher, 
Gosport 

Wooprorr, CHARLES SHOWLER, Dollis park, Crouch End, April 10 Hays & Co, 
Clement's inn 


Hills & Co, Queen 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Feb. 26. 


BAGSTER, HeNnRY, Northfield rd, Stamford Hill Mar31 Morley & Co, Gresham house 

BAKER, HENRY JosEPH, Angeict April12 Lawranee & Co, Old Jewry chmbrs 

BARRETT, ELIZABETH, Kingston, Jamaica, West Indies April 8 Pennington & Sen, 
Lincoln's inn flelds 

BLAK®, CLARA TABITHA, Hungerford, Berks Mar 13 Phelps, Ramsbury, Wilts 

BRADBURY, ELIZABETH ELLEN, Market Drayton, Salop Mari0 Warren & Co, Market 
Drayton 

CHAMBERS, WILLIAM, Southfleet, Keat, Farmer Mar25 Hopgecd & Dowsons, Spring 
gins 

CHRISTMAS, FREDERICK CHARLES, Haverhill, Suffolk, Brewer April 5 Taylor & Taylor, 
New Broad st 

Coates, EMMA, King’s Lynn, Norfolk Mar 31 Sadler & Woodwark, Kings Lynn 

Cookson, Mostyn Epey, late Royal Sussex Regiment, (ki ted in action in France) 
22 William Sturges & Co, Caxton House, Westminster 

CREWS, CHARLES THOMAS DANIELL, Portman sq Mar 31 Kearsey & Co Cannons? 

CUMBERLAND, HARR&IRB®, Loughborough, April7 C W & F H Toone, Loughborough 

CURTIS,CHARLES W00D8, Cheitenham, Male Nurse April 10 Ear y & Pruen, Cheltenham 

DRUMMOND, JANE MARY ANN, Norfolk crescent, Hyde Park Mar 30 Few & \, 
Surrey st 

DvucKETT, Mary ANN ELIZABETH, Crawford st, Saint Marylebone Mar 20 Saxton & 
Morgan, Somerset st, Portman sq 

EMERY, JOHN, Great Grimsby, Skipper Mar 27 Brown & Son, Great Grimsby 

EVANS, JAMES ARTHUR, Walsall, Coal Factor Mar 24 Addison & Cooper, Walsall 


Mar 











THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


MOORGATE STERABET, LOWDOWN, 


z.o. 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 


SPHCIALISTS IN ALL LICHNSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation 
Suitable Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be seat 0 


epplication. 


POOLING INSURANCE. 


The Corporation also insures riske in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURGLARY, WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 
a perfected Profit-sharing system. 


APPhY FOR 


PROSPECTUS. 
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=—— 
pormmsorLt., ANN ALICB, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Mar25 Dees & Thom pson, Newcastle- 


upon-fyne 

FOTHERGILL, JAMES May, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Agent Mar 25 Decs & Thompson 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

forsTer, HENRY, Mill ln, Kilburn April 10 Bird & Lovibond, Uxbridge 

paaeMan, Ema Kate‘St Leonards ter, Chelsea April l2 Lewis & Woods, Chancery In 

GQanoory, Emma, Bournemouth Mar 31 Balden & Son, Birmingham 

GARLAND, CHARLES ALEXANDER Spencer, King's Bench walk, lemple, Barrister at 
Law April 7 Gresham & Co, Old Jew. y chmbrs 

GARLAND, EDWARD CHARLES, Yeovil, Somerset April 7 Gresham & Co, Old Jewry 
chmbrs 

Grmspos, ELizabeTH REBECCA, Lancaster gate April 10 Gibbon & Moore, Great 
James st 

@ipss, WILLIAM JonuwN, Chiswick Mar 31 Morray, High rd, Chiswick 

GoupRING, EDMUND, Easthourne, Coal Merchant Mar 29 Hart & ‘ 0, Eastbourne 

Halen, CHARLFS RODERICK, Godalming, Surrey Mar 31 Arkcoil & Co, Tooley st 

HaRtow, Mary, Oxford Mar 26 andrew & Co, Oxford 

masver, Suess, St Annes on the Sea, Lancs, Tanner April 6 

ury 

HgeSDERSON, ARTHUR, Peabody bidgs, Grosvenor rd, Middix Mar 27 Dutton & Co, 
Tatchbrook st 

Hipeekt, JAMEs, Colchester Mar 26 Synnot, Manningtree, Essex 

flopers, ISADELLA, Weston super Mare Mar 25 Bere, Weston super Mare 

Hovers, JonN Weston super Mare, Plumber Mar 25 Bere, Weston super Mare 

HowaRD, ALICE Maup, New York, USA Mar 27 Reynolds & Son, Arundel st 

Isaacs, SARAH, Cheetham, Manchester Mar 31 Asher, Manchester 

Jonas, Rosk, Vale ct, Maida Vale Mar 11 Rowlands & Co, Birmingham 

eg ~~ pe New st, Kennington Mar 31 Mitchell & Co, Romford rd, 


Batcher & Barlow, 


Kipyty, THOMAS, Leeds, Chimney Constructor Mar27 Markland & Co, Leeds 

LAWRENCE, ELLEN IRENE BELL, Bexhill on Sea Mar30 Stapiey, Eastbourne 

Lino, SAMURL, St Mary Cray, Kent, Pig Breeder Mar zi Duke & Son, Iroumonger In 

LocKWOOD, CHARLES BARRATT, Upper Berkeley st, FRCS Mar 31 Le Brassear & 
Oakley, Carey st 

MacDoUGALL, JAMES ANDREW, Barrow in Furness, Oil] Merchant April 10 Townsend, 
Yarrow in Furness 

MOCALLUM, FRANCES CAROLINE, Wandsworth rd, (Japham Mar 25 Heath & Eckersall 
Cheltenham a 





MAIDEN, FRANCIS, Bardsley, nr Ashton under Lyne, Cashier April! 10 Clayton & Son 
Ashton under Lyne 

Marrs, Ropert, Alnwick, MRCVS Maris Dickson & Co, Alnwick 

MANN, REGINALD Oscat, Amhurst rd, Stoke Newington, Solicitor’s Clerk Mar 25 Duke 
& Son, Lronmonger In 

MAXEY, WILLIAM BAINES, Sheffield, Sharebroker Mar 31 Branson & Son, Sheffield 

Moon, ADELAIDE ELIZa CLARA, Brighton Mar 25 Champion & Co, Brighton 

MURDOCK, MARY ANN, Mitcham, Surrey, General Dealer Mar 25 Stre.ter & Howe 
High st, Croydon 

NORCROSS, SAMUEL, Ashton, Chester, Farmer Mar 30 Hughes, Chester 

NORRINGTON, CHARLES Huppy, Heavitree, Chester Mar 20 Pope, Exeter 

NORVILLE, SARAH ANN, Worle, Somerset, Mar25 A Rogers Ford, Weston super Mare 

OLIVER, SAMUEL, Kearsiey, nr Bolton, Insurance Agent Mar 25 Fielding & Ferni- 
hough, Bolton 

PALMER, MARSHALL ALFRED, Norwich, Butcher Mar25 8S Garerd & Sor, Norwich 

PROCTER, GEORGE, Sherborne pl Aprl0 Bird & Lovibond, Uxbridge 

REAM, ALFRED, King's Lynn, Norfolk, Mar 31 Sadler & Woodwark, King's Lynn 

REES, ALICE Victoria, Liandaff, Apri? Yorath & Jones, Cardiff 

REES, JOHN, Liandaff, Contractor April 12 Yorath & Joses Cardiff 

ROXBURGH, SARAH, Shipley, Yorks Mar 31 Atkinson, Shipley 

SCHMIDT, SUSAN JANR, Baling April 9 Brown & Co, Lincdin's inn flelds 

SELKIRK, RoBeERT, Blackpcol Mar 27 Campbell, Wigan 

SIMPSON, JAMES (CaDR, Palacerd, Hornsey Mar25 simpson & Co, Derby 

SISSINS, FANNY, Dunholme, Lincoln April? Lander, Chancery In 

SMITH, HANNAH. Dudley Mari5 Hooper & Fai: bairn, Dudley 

SODERSTOM, Oscak LUDWIG, Middlesbrough, Nightwatchman Mar20 Punch & Rebsou 
Middlesbrough 

SpaRRow, Josera, Bradfield, Essex, Farmer Mar 26 Synnot, Manningtree 

THOMPSON, THOMAS, Castle Combe, Wilts Mari2 Wood & Awdry, Chippenham 

TURNER, CHRISTOPHER ALEXANDER, Leathwaith rd, Clapham, Civil Servant Mar 
Fairfoot & Co, Clement's inn 

YON LIMBURG, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Woodford Green, Essex, Merchant Mar ; 
Waltons & Co, Leadenhall st 

WARD, RoBERrT, Preston, Clogger Mar25 Clark & Son, Preston 

WHITEHOUSE, CHARLES ERNEST, Rushhall nr Walsal', Licensed Victualler Mar 

Miller, Walisall 
WIENHOLT, ELLEN, Bournemouth May Brennand & Wils n, Blandfurd, Dorset 








Jan2l Ord Feb 17 
| MATTINSON, 


Bankruptcy Notices. 
London Gazette—Feb 23rd. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Batrerssy, WILLIAM, Sheffield, Milk Contractor Sheffiel! 
Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 
Barry, Hersert Harithorpe, 

Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 


STRETHILL 


Ord Feb 18 


Portsmouth Pet Feb 19 


| LATHAM, Henry, BlackroJ, Lancs, Plasterer 


LANSDALE , 
Chester, Insurance Surveyor Manchester Pet Feb 18 


MILLER, HENRY WILLIAM, 
Eijmunds Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 
PEART, JOSEPH FREDERICK, Elgin av, Maida Vale, Medical 11.30 Off Bec, York City Ban 
Yorks F, F Practitioner High Court 
oF arm Foreman | pratt, JoHN THOMAS, Eastney, Portsmouth, News»gent 
Ord Feb 19 


tolton Pet | Cooprr, Ervest, West Smethwick, Staffs, Greengrocer 
Mar Sat 12 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st 
Birmingham 

CRABBE, HERNERT ERNEST, Newton Abbot, 
Mar 4 at %.15 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

FRANKLAND, MARK, Pudsey, Yorks, Waste Buyer Mar 4 


KINSEY, Sale 
Devon 


Ipswich, Solicitor Bury St atil Off Rec,12,Duke st, Bradford 


GLEW, CONSTANCE MARY, Harith Yorks Mar 5 at 

ehmbra, Lowgate, 

Pet Dee 15 Ord Feb 19 Hull 

Gopwiy, JAMes Heapert, Grand av, Leadenhall Market, 
Meat Saleeman Mar 3 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


SerHELL, JoHN Hampson, Heaton Mersey, Lancs Stock- 
port Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 

BRADLEY, CHARLES CRCIL, North Tamerton, Cornwall 
Barnstaple Pet Aug3i Ord Feb 18 

Cooxe, HENRY WILLIAM, Lowestoft, Blacksmith Great 
Yarmouth Pet Febis Ord Feb 18 

Dowsz, WILLIAM, Skegness, China Dealer 
Feb 18 Ord Feb 19 ° 

PRANKLAND, MARK, Pudsey, Yorks, Waste Buyer Brad 
ford Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 

Gauuace, FRANK WILLIAM, Mark In, Company Director 
High Court Pet Dec10 Ord Feb 19 

Gizw, CONSTANCE MARkyY, Harlthorpe, Yorks 
upon Hull Pet Febi8 Ord Feb 18 


Boston Pet 


Kingston 


Gepwis, JAMES HERBERT, Grand av, Leadenhall Market, | 


Meat Salesman High Court Pet Jan 18 Ord Feb 19 

HARDMAN, ALFRED, 
Fruiterer Ashton underLyne Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 
1 


8 
Hm, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Mincing 1», Solicitor High 
ek 18. Ord Febis 


ourt Pet ¥ 
mask, HERMAN, Walthamstow, Essex High Court Pet | 


July6 Ord Feb 19 


iver, WILLIAM, Highnam, Glos, Baker Gloucester Pet | 


eb 29 Ord Feb 20 
Bowt, WILLIAM FREDERICK, Woodhouse Eaves, L'cnese d 
ictualler Leicester Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 
dots, Joun THOMAS, Vardre, Clydach on Tawe, Glam 
Grocer Neath Pet Feb 18 OrJ Feb 18 


jomru, ME, Strand High Court Pet Feb 19 Ord, | 
Mar 20 


sears, CLAUDE WILLIAM, Tipton, Staffs, Public Works 
Contractor Dudley Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 


Ashton under Lyne, Wholesale | 


PUNCHARD, FRNEST, Thame: Ditton, Surrey Kingston, 
Surrey Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 
ROSKILLY, THOMAS, St Keverne, Cornwall, Gro er 
Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 
SMITH, Harry WILLIAM, Cannon st, Insurance Broker 
High Court Pes Jan28 Ord Feb 18 
STEVENS, CHARLES THOMAS, Barnet, Herts Draper Barne 
Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 
| WEBB, CHARLES, Grovesend, nr Pontardulais, Glam 
Labourer swansea Pet Fel 20 Ord Feb 20 
| WEBBER, RopERT, Exeter, House Decorator Exeter Pet 
Feb9 Ord Feb 19 
Woop, Henry, Nottiogham, Lace Dresser Nottingham 
Pet Jan5 Ord Feb 18 


Truro 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 16 


Muir, Jous, Middlesbrough, Cycle Factor Mid |lesbrough 
Pet Jan 29 Ord Feb 12 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ADAMSON, CLAUDE ALGERNON, Bridlington, Motor 
Engineer Mar2at4 Off Rec, 48, Westborough, Scar- 
borough 

BaTTy, HERBERT, Harithorpe, Yorks, Farm Foreman 
Mar 5ati2 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Low- 

| gate, Hull 

BisHop, HORACE ALFRED, Lowestoft, General Shopkeeper 
Mar 3 at 12.30 Off Kec, 8, King st, Norwich 





— part to send a to those needy 
ocese in which they live, 


to its Diocesan Finance. In this way, 


Staffordshire Potteries. 





HOME MISSIONS. 


The ADDITIONAL CURATES SOCIETY provides assistant Clergy for 
the slums and poorer suburbs of large cities, and for mining and other industrial 
towns; in doing so it acts as a CENTRAL AGENCY 
to those parts of the country where pressure is greatest. 
of very real importance at the present moment. 


and therefore cannot be helped by their contribution 


—— poor districts of South London and “ London over the Border,” to the 
liery regions of South Wales, and to parishes in the Black Country and the 


AC.8. Office: 14,GREAT SMITH STREET, LONDON, 8. W. 


for conveying help 
The Society's work is 
It enables Churchpeople in any 
places which are beyond the border of the 


the A.C.S. is giving great help to the 








Carey st 

HILL, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Mincing In, Solicitor Mar 3 
atil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

HILLER, HRRMAN, Walthamstow, Essex Mar 3 at 12.30 
jankruptey bldgs, Carey st 

HiunT, WILLIAM FREDERICK, Woodhouse Eaves, Leicester, 
Licensed Victuatler Mar2 at3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge 
st, Leicester 

HUTCHINSON, ROBERT ARTHUR, Wigan, Confectioner Mar 
Sat 11.80 Off Rec, 10, Exchange st, B lton 

LATHAM, HENRY, Biackrod, Lancs, Plesterer Mar 3 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

MILLER, Henry WILLIAM, Ipswich, Solicitor Mar 4at3 
Off Bec, 36, Princes st, Ipawich 

Pain, Ext Josepu, jun, Birmingham, Painter Mar 3 at 
11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

PEART, JOSEPH FREUERICK, Elgin av, Maida Vale Mar 
4atill Bankruptcy b dgs, Carey st 

REYNOLDS, FLORENCE JANKE, Stechford, Birmingham 
Mar 5 at 11.30 Ruskio chmbra, 191, Corporation at, 
birmingham 

SCHOLBFIEL®, JOSEPH EDWARD, FRED SCHOLEFIRLD Bort- 
TOMLEY, and HARRY SCHOLEFIELD BoTTouLey, Bowlin 
Bradford, Timber Merchants Mar 3 at 3 Off Rec, 
12 Duke st, Bradford 

SHAW, HiRaM, Sheffield, Fruiterer Mar 2 at 12 Off Rec, 
Figtree In, Sheffield 

SHIPMAN, THOMAS THORNTON, Sherwood, Nottingham, 
Lace Maker MarSat 11 Off Rec, 4, Castle;1l, Park 
st, Nuttingham - 

SMITH, HARRY WILLIAM, Cannon st, Insurance Broker 
Maréati2 Bankruptcy meas, Carey at 

UPHILL, ALBERT, Wokinghom, ks, Carter Mar 2 at 
11.30 14, Bedford row 

Weeseser, Ropert, Exeter, House Decorator Mar 8 at 12 
Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 


ADJU DICATIONS. 


ADAMSON, CLAUDE ALGERNOY, Bridlington, Motor 
Engineer Scarborough Pet Jan 25 Ord Feb 20 
Batty, HERBERT, Harithorpe, Yorks, Farm Foreman 
Kingston upon Hull, Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 

BETHELL,JJ0uN HAMPSON, Heaton Mersey, Lancs, Stock. 
port Pet Feb18 Ord Feb 18 

CHATTERTON, Horace Whitehead, Finsbury House, Blom- 
field st, Solicitor High Cou:t Pet Uct 1 Ord Feb 
20 

Cooke, Henry WILLIAM, Lowestoft, Blacksmith Great 
Yarmouth Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 

DowsE, WILLIAM, Skegness, China Dealer Boston Pet 
Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

FERNLEY, JoHN HETHERINGTON, Ashstead, 
Solicttor Croydon Pet Augis Ord Feb 18 

FRANKLAND, MARK, Pudeey, Yorks, Waste Buyer Brad- 
ford Pet Febi8 Ord Feb18 

GLEW, ConsTaANce Mary, Harithorpe, Yorks 
upon Hull Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 

Grooms, WALTER, Lewisham Highrd High Court Pet 
Dec 7 Ord Feb 20 

HARDMAR, ALFRED, Ashton under Lyne, Fruiterer Ash- 
ton under Lyne Pet Fep 18 Ord Feb 18 


Surrey 


Kingston 
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Hanpvy, Axnte MARTA, Ashborne, Derby Burton on 
Trent Pet Jan7 Ord Feb 17 

HARPER, Horace, Westcliff on Sea, Butcher Chelms’ord 
Pet Febil Ord 19 

HEALRY, ELLEN, Leicester Leicester 
Feb 20 

HERMAN, HYMAN, Parkholme rd, Dalston, Cabinet Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet Sept 26 Ord Feb 19 


Pet Feb 9 Ord 


Hunt, WILLIAM Freperick, Woodhouse Eaves. Lricester, | 


Licensed Victualler Leicester Pet Fcb 19 Ord 
Feb 19 

Hyer, WILLIAM, Highnam, Glos, Baker Glos 
20 Ord Feb 20 

Jones. Jounw THomas, Vardre, 
Grocer. Neath Pet Feb 18 

JUKES, CLAUDE WILLIAM, Tibton, Staffs Public 
Contractor Dudley Pet Feb1® Ord Feb18 

LATHAM, HENRY, Blackrod. Lancs, Plasterer Bolton 


Jan 2 Ord Feb 1s 


Pet Feb 


Clydach on Tawe, Clam, 
Ord Feb 18 


Pet 


Works 


MATTINSON, STRETHILL LANSDALE KINGRY, Sale, Chester | 


Irsurance Surveyor Manchester Pet Feb 18 
Feb 19 

MILLER, Hexry WIttiaM, Ipswich. Solicitor 
Fdmunds Pet Feb18 rd Feb 18 

PARFITT, Grornce Jonn Tom Jutuey, Keynsham nr Bris 
tol, Consulting Electrical Engineer Bristol Pet Feb 3 
Ord Feb 19 

PLATT, JOHN THOMAS, Eastnev, Portamouth, Newsagent 
Portsmouth Pet Feb 19 Ord Feb 19 

PUNCHARD, ERNEST, Thames Ditton, Surrey Kingston 
Surrey Pet Feb19 Ord Feb 19 

RO#KILLY, THomas, St Keverne, Cornwall, Grocer 
Feb 20 Ord Feb 20 

RUTHERFORD, WILLIAM FRANC, Lonth, Corn Merchant 
Kingston upon Hull Pet July 2 Ord Feb 19 

SCHOLEFPIELD, JosErH EpWARD, FRED FfCHOLEFIELD 
BOTToMLeY, and HARRY SCHOLEFIELD BoTToMLRy, 
Bowling, Bradford,'Timber Merchants Bradford Pet 
Jan 29 Ord Feb 19 

SMITH, HARRY WILLIAMS, Cannon st. Insurance Broker 
High Court Pet Jan 28 Ord Feb 20 

Wenn, CHARLES, Gravesend, nr Pontarduiais, 
Labourer Swansea Pet Feb 20 Ord Feb 2 


Pury St. 


Pet 


Glam, 


ORDER ANNULLING AND RESCINDING ORDER 


WING, CuristopHEeR Henry, Liphook, Hants, Auctioneer 
Portsmouth Rec Ord Nov 5, 1906 Annu! ard Rese 
Jan 14, 1015 


London Gazette. —FRIDAY, Feb. 26. 
RECBIVING ORDERS. 


BALDWIN, Henry WILLIAM, Southses, Hants, Dealer in 
Musical Instuments Portsmouth Pet Feb 23 (Crd 
Feb 23 

BALL, WILLIAM, Stoke upon Trent, Builder Stoke upon 
Trent Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

BARNETT, FREDERICK Hexpert, Fakenham, Norfolk, 
Blacksmith Norwich Pet Feb 22 Ord Frb 22 

BUNCE, W THOS, Blackpool, Builder Preston Pet Feb 11 
Ord Feb 2% 

COLLINS, CHARL¥S, Kingslandrd, Engineer High Court 
Pet Jan2 Ord Feb2s 
CURZON, STUarT A, Piccadilly 

Ord Feb 23 

DAVigs, DAVID, Liandefeilog, Carmarthenshire, Licensed 
Victualler Carmarthen Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Davigs, LUTHER, Glanamman, Carmarthenshire, Iron- 
monger Carmarthen Pet Feb24 Ord Feb 24 

Dove, RICHARD, Streatham pl, Streatham Hill, Baker 
Wandsworth Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 

Es8TWOOD, ALFRED, Ravensthorpe, nr Dewsbury, Iron- 
monger Dewsbury Pet Feb i2 Ord Feb 23 

ELLWooD, THoma*<, Paddock Wood, Kent, Farm Bailiff 

_ Tunbridge We ls Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 2% 

FINN, FRANCIS CUTHBERT, Gateshead, Clay Pipe Manu- 
facturer Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Feb 22 Ord 
Feb 22 

GAMMON, ERNEST, Mun bles, Glam, 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

GaY, THOMAS JamEs, Frome, Somerset, Labourer 
Pet Feb24 Ord Feb 24 

GINSBERG, NATHAN, Lecds Leeds 

GLYNN, JoHN, Lytham, Lancs, Shoemaker Prest« n 
Feb® Ord Feb 22 

HARPER, Epwarp, Folton, 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb % 

HURLOCK, VincENT HEZEKIAH, Goldhurst ter, South 
Hampstcad, Wholesale Fishmonger High Couit Pet 
Feb 22 Ord Feb 2g 

HUTCHINSeN, THOMAS, Leeds 
Feb 20 

JONES, THOMAS, Runoorn, Chester, Licensed Victualler 
Warrington Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 

LAWRENCE, WALTER, South Farnborough, Hants Guild- 
ford Pet June 5 Ord ¥eb 24 

LE®, CEDRIC, Shoreham, Sussex 

eb9 

LLOYD & CoB 8 , King st, Cheapside, Merchants] High 
Court Pet Dec 31 Ord Feb 24 

Mansenten, Tom, York, Dentist York Pet Feb 24 Ord 

eb 22 

PIK®, EXNEST EDWARD, Seven King’s, Essex, Solicitor's 
Clerk Chelmsford Pet'Feb 22 Ord feb 22 

Pi2zey, Exnest HENRY, Burton rd, Brondesbury, Bicctro- 
typer High Court Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 2% 

REYNOLDS, Guoroe, York, Carter York Pet Feb22 Ord 


Feb 2 


High Court Pet Dec 2 


Builder Swansea 


Frome 


Pet Feb23 Ord Feb 23 
Pet 


Master Bricklayer Bolton 


Leeds Pet Feb 20 Ord 


Brighton Pet Sept 3 


ROCKER, FREDERICK, Albert rd, Wood Green, Grocer 
Edmonton Pet Feb24 Ord Feb 24 

SCRIVENER, PHILIP HENRY JAMES, Bromagvove,” Jeweller 
Worcester Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

SELBY, Madame C E, Coulsdon, Surrey, Ladies’ Outfitter 
Croydon Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 23 

SELLARS, SAMUKL STAYELEY, Middlesbrough, Gatdener 
Middlesbrough Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 


Ord | 





| 
| 
| 
} 





} 
SNEE, HARRIETT, Lower Broughton, Lancs Salford Pet 


Dec3 Ord Feb 22 
THOMSON, WILLIAM, Croydon, Tallor Croydon Pet Feb 
22 Ord Feb 22 
TURNER, RICHARD 
Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Feb 22 


Harrison, South Shields, Grocer 
Ord Feb 22 


| WaHrTs, FREDERICK CHARLES, Croydon Croydon Pet 


May 20 Ord Feb 23 

WisrTer, Joun WILLIAM, Sheffield, Architect Sheffield 
Pet Feb Ord Feb 22 

WITHINGTON, WILLIAM BAMFORTH, Burnham, Somerset, 
Jeweller's Assistant Exeter Pet Feb24 Ord Feb 24 


| Woopreurre, Grorer Epwarp, Binsted, Hants, Farmer 


Winchester Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 


Amended Notice substituted for that published In 
the London Gavette of Nov 20: 


DE MOYLAND, ‘HENRI STRENGRACHT,_oudwater, nt Rick- 
mansworth St Albans Pet Dec 23 Ord Jan 30 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


BARNETT, FREDPRICK Hersert, Fakenham, Norfolk, 
Blacksmith Mar 8 at 1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Nor- 
wich 

BETHELL, JonN Hampson, Heaton Mersey, Lancs Mar 
Oat 11 OffRec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Vernon st, Stock- 
port 

Brows, Ernrst CLEMENCE, Coggeshall, Essex. Seed 
Grower Mar & at 12.30 Shire Hall, Chelmsford 

CoLLins, CHARL¥S, Kingland rd, Engineer Mar 9 at 12 
Pankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Curzon, STUART A, Piccadilly Mar{9 at1 
bids, Carey st 

Davies, Davip, Liandefeilog, Carmarthenshire, Licensed 
Victualler Mar 5 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Car- 
marthen 

DowsE, WILLIAM, Skezness, China Dealer 
and 6, West st, Boston 

FINN, Francis CUTHBERT, Gateshead, Clay Pipe Mannfac- 
turer Mar 9 atll Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle 

+ wupon Tyne 

FLetT, Ropsoy, Sunderland 
Manor pl, Sunderland 

GAMMAGE, FRANK WILLIAM, Mark In, Company Director 
Mar 9 at 11 Benkruptey bidgs, Carey st 

Gow, JAMES PATE, High rd, Chiswick, Draper Mar 9 at 
11 14, Bedford row 

HARPER, Horace, Westcliffe on Sea, Essex, Butcher Mar 
9 ati? 14, Bedford row 

HAYTER. WILLIAM JAMES COLERIDGE, Grangetown, Car- 
¢iff, General Draper Mar 8 at 8 Off Rec, 117, St 
Mary st. Cardiff 

Hcrwock, VINceNnt HezEKIAn, Goldhurst ter, South 
Hampstead, Wholesale 'Fishmonger Mar 9 at 11.30 
Bankruptev bidgs, Carey st 

HivTOHINSON, THOMAS, Leeds Off Rec, 24, 
Bond «t, Leeds 

Josupu, M E, Strand 

Carey st 

JUKES, CLAUDE WILLIAM, Tipton, Staffs, Public Worke 
Contractor Mar5 at 12 Off Rec, 1, Piiory st, Dudley 

Leg, Cepric, Shoreham, Sussex Mar8 at 2.30 Off Rec, 
12a, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

LLorp & Co, BR 8, King et, Cheapside, Merchants 
ati2 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

MALLINSON, Tom, York, Dentist Mar 8 at 3 Off Rec, 
The Red House, Duncombe pl. York 

Pizzey, Exnest Henry, Burton rd, Brondesbury, Flectro- 
typer Marl0 at 12.30 Bankruptcy bidgs. Carey st 

PLATT, JonN THOWAS, Eastney, Portsmouth, Newsagent 
Mar 8ati12 Off Rec, Cambridge june, High st, Ports- 
mouth 

PUNCHARD, ERNEST, Thames Ditton, Surrey Mar 5 at 11 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

REYNOLDS, Grorox, York, Carter Mar 8 at 3.30 Off Kec, 
The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 

SELBY. Madame‘C E, Coulsdon, Surrey Ladies’ Outfitter 
Mar8 atll 139, York rd, Westminster Briige rd 

SURRIDGR, FRNEsT E, Coggeshall, Essex, Solicitor 
MarS8ati2 Shire Hall, Chelmsford 

THomsow, WILLIAM, Croydon, Tailor 
182, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

Tcrner, RicHARD Harrison, South Shields, Grocer 
Mar 10 at 11 Off Rec 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upon 
Tyne 

Wits, FREDERICK CHARLES, Croydon, Mar § at 12.30 
132, York rd Westminster Bridge rd 


Bankruptcy 
Mar 9at2 4 


Mar 10 at 2.30 Off Rec, 3, 


Mar 8 at 11 


Mar8at; 1 Bankraptcy bidgs, 


Mars 


Mar Sat 11.30 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

BALDWIN, Hrwry WILLIAM, fFouthsea, Hante, Dealer in 
Musical Instruments Portsmouth Pet Feb 23 Ord 
Feb 23 

BARNETT, FREDERICK Hereert, Fakenham, Norfolk, 
Blacksmith Norwich Pet Feb22 Ord Feb 22 

Brown, ERNEST CLEMENCR, Coggeshall. RSO, Eesex, Seed 
Grower Chelmsford Pet Jan 23 Ord Feb 22 

Davis, Davrp, Llandefeileg, Carmarthenshire, Licensed 
Victualler Carmarthen Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

DAVIES, LUTHER, Glanamman, Carmarthenshire, Iron- 
monger Carmarthen Pet Feb24 Ord Feb 24 

EASTWooD, ALFRED, Ravensthorpe, nr Dewsbury, 
monger Dewsbary Pet Febi2 Ord Feb 23 

ELLWoop, THomAs. Paddock Wood, Kent, Farm Bailiff 
Tunbridge Wells Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 2% 

FINN, FRANCIS CUTHBERT, Gateshead, Clay Pipe Manu- 
fecturer Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 
22 

Gammon, Exyest, Mumbles, Glam, Builder Swansea Pet 
Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

Gay, THOMAS JAMES, Frome, Somerset, Labourer Frome 
Pet Feb24 Ord Feb 24 

Leeds, Pet Feb 23 Ord 


Tron- 


GInsBERG, NATHAN, Leeds 
Feb 23 





GLYNN, JoHN. Lytham, Lancs, Shoemaker Preston Be 
Feb9 Ord Feb 2% 

Green, A, Kew Green, Surrey, House Agent Wandsworth 
Pet Nov®9 Ord Feb 22 

HARPER, FDWARD, Bolton, Master Bricklayer Bolten 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 2% 

HoRLock, VINCENT HEZEKIAH, Goldburst ter, South 
Hampstesd, Wholesale Fishmonger High Court Pe 
Feb 22 Ord Feb 2 

ae THOMAS, Leeds Leeds Pet Feb 2 Ong 

20 


Jonrs, THOMAS, Runcorn, (Chester, Licensed Victualles 
Warrington Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 

Levy, JopAn Barnett, Blackfriars rd, Merchant South. 
ampton Pet Jan8 Ord Feb 24 

Levy, MORRES, Paper st, Mantle Manufacturer High 
Corrt Pet Jané Ord Feb 22 

Lipson, HYAM HAROLD, Liverpool, Merchant's Manage 
Liverpool Pet Jan 6 Ord Fib 24 

MALLINSON, Tom, Ycrk, Dentist York Pet Feb2? Ong 

Feb 22 

PIkR, ERNEST EpWARD, Feven King’s, Farex Solictor’s 
Clerk Chehnsford Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Porrer,: LeoNARD LEVI, Hawford, Worcester Farmer 
Worcester Pet Jan 20 Ord Feb 23 

ReyNotps, Gores, York, Carter York Pet Feb 22 Ord 
Feb 22 


ROCKER, FREDERICK, Albert rd, Wood Green Grocer Ed 
monton Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 - 

SCRIVENER, PHILIP Henry . JAMES. Bromagrove, Jeweller 
Worcester Pet Feb24 Ord Feb 24 

SELLARS, SAMUEL STAYELEY, Middlesbrough Pet Feb % 
Ord Feb 2% ; 

STEVENS,CHARLES THOMAS. Barnet, Herts, Draper Barnet 
Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 20 

Thompson, WILLIAM, Croyden, Tailor Croydon Pet Feb 
£2 Ord Feb 22 

TURNER, RICHARD HARRISON, South Shields, Grocer New- 
castle upon Tyne Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 

Wap, MARTHA E.izaneTH, Huddesfield Huddersfied 
Pet Janii Ord Feb 23 

Weneer, Ropert, Exeter, House Decorator Exeter Pet 
Feb9 Ord Feb 2% 

WITHINGTON. WILLIAM BAMFORTH, Burnham, Somerset 
Jewell r's Assistant Exeter Pet Feb 24 On 
Feb 24 

WoopnoursE, Groner EpWARD, Binsted, Hants, Farmer 
Winchester Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 


Amen ded Notice substituted for that published 
in the London Gazette of February 5: 
High 
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PERKINS, WILLIAM GrorGE, Northumberland av 
Court Pet Novi2 Ord Feb3 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Agram, Bridlington, 
Adjud Aug 12, lyl4 


Yorks,* 


JornpA¥, JOHN HENRY, 
Apnal 


Farmer Scarborough 
Feb 9, 1915 


ORDER RESCINDING ORDER. 


SHEAPMAN, ALERED ERNEST, Malvern Worcester Bee 
Ord Nov 28,1914 Resc Feb 23,1915 


HANKINSON & SON, 


SURVEYORS, VALUERS, 
AUCTIONEERS & LAND AGENTS, 


The Square, Bournemouth, — 


AND AT 


BOSCOMBE, and CAMBERLEY (Surrey) 
Valuations under the New Finance Acts, for 
Probate and all purposes. Sales of Real and 
Personal Estate. Timber and Farm Stock. 
*Phone—1307 (3 lines). 
Telegrams : “ Richmond,” Bournemouth. 
Established over half a Century. 











— 





oe 
c. 
CORRIDOR CHAMBERS, LEICESTEE. 
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